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ABSTRACT 

In November 1984, surveys were mailed to the 215 
interlibrary loan coordinators of OHIONET institutions asking them to 
participate in a study of interlibrary loan (ILL) photocopying 
practices and procedures. Questionnaires were returned by 152 
coordinators for a response rate of 71%. The study focused on the use 
of various tools in the selection and ordering of ILL photocopies 
(e.g., union lists, the OCLC ILL subsystem, and the OCLC Name-Address 
Directory); the nature and amount of ILL activity of these 
institutions; and the factor of cost in the ordering and the 
supplying of ILL photocopies. The reactions of ILL personnel 
concerning possible participation by their libraries in proposed 
cooperative ILL photocopy cost containment programs were also 
solicited, as well as their attitudes toward the role of the library 
association in fostering ILL cost containment programs. Respondents 
were given the opportunity to comment upon any of the topics covered 
in the survey. A general summation of the study with recommendations 
for future study are included in this detailed report. 
(Author/THC) 
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Abstract: 



In Noveiberr 1984 the Interlibrary Loan 
coordinators of OBKMH institutions were mailed 
surveys and asked to participate in a study of 
Interlibrary Loan (ILL) photocc^ing practices and 
procedures* The study focused upcxi such aspects of the 
interlibrary environroait as the use of various •'tools" 
in the selection and ordering of ILL photocopies {e.g., 
union lists, the OCLC ILL subsystem, and the OCLC 
Vascer-Mdress Directory) , the nature and amount of ILL 
activity of these institutions, and the factor of 
"cost" in the ordering and the supplying of ILL 
I^tocopies. The reactions of ILL personnel concerning 
possible participation by their libraries iii proposed 
cooperative IIL c^tocopy cost containment programs 
were solicited. Respondents* attitudes concerning the 
role of the library association in fostering ILL cost 
containment program were also solicited. Respondents 
were giv^ the opportunity to comnoit upon any of the 
topics covered in the survey. A geieral sumnation with 
reconm^ations for future study and action were 
offered^. 



Acknowledgement 
A study of this type could not have been done 
without the help of many others. I thank all who so 
generously helped me to accomplish this work. In 
particular,, I wish to thank Dr. Peter Shocket, Director 
of the Public Administration Graduate Program and 
faculty advisor for this paper. His valuable insights 
on survey construction and analysis were most 
appreciated. I also thank Ms. Paula Warnken, Director 
of Xavier University Libraries, who agreed to sponsor 
and support this effort; Mr. Gary Strawn, Head of 
Technical Services, for his numerous, helpful 
suggestions; Ms. Vicki Young, Head of Xavier University 
Libraries Reader Services, who spent much time 
proofreading the draft; Ms. Harilyn Wagner, Secretary 
to the Library Director, and Ms. Jenny Presnell, Reader 
Services Librarian, both of whom offered helpful advice 
and encouragement; Ms. Liz Haradon, Xavier University 
Libraries Reader Services, and Nr. Paul Fiorelli, 
Xavier University Accounting and Business Law 
Department^ who advised me on word processing; Dr. 
David I. Chiappone of the Xavier University Psychology 
Department, who helped me to work with SPSSX; my 
mother, Mrs. Charles J. McCabe and my niece Miss 
Kathleen Lutterbachi who helped in the preparation of 
mailings; Mr. Daniel Gottlieb, Head of the University 
of Cincinnati Interlibrary Loan Service, Mr. James 
Hurtt, avid Sr. Deborah Harmeling, Mt. St. Mary's 
Seminary Library, all of whom helped to critique the 
survey; Ms. Sidnie Heed, Xavier University Libraries 
Interlibrary Loan Service, who advised me on paper 
format. 



Tab!e of Contents 

Chapter I: Intrcduction (p.I) 

Chspter II: Hethodolog/ (p. 5) 

Pari A: Choice o-f Subjects (p. 5) 

Part B: Instrursentation (p. 6) 

Part C: Description of Questionnaire (p.8) 

Part 0: Tabulation o{ Results (p. 12) 

Chapter III: Presentation of Data/ Brief Criticisn: (?.13) 

Pari A: Inter! ibrary SnvircrRent 

Description of .Responding Libraries/ Use of OCLC, Union Lists, Nar^e-i^ddress 
Directcry, Library Location Tools/ .Methods of Crcering /Gecgraphic Availability of 
f?ateriai5/ Greatest Photocopy Suppliers (p. 13) 

J .Description c* Responding LrbJ^aries (p. IS) 

a. Types of Libriries Represented -Ip.lS; 

b. Lc:=t:on of Libraries :iith:n Cr.io (p. 1*2) 



2.GCLC Status cf Psricdicais in :h!C?^£7 Libraries: Are the Greater Part of Titles 
round on OCLC or Not? (p. 15) 

a. Status: Greater Part ot Periodical Tit!es on 2CLC or Not, Crosstabulated 
with Type of Library (p. 15) 

D. Status: Greater Part ot Periodical Titles cn GCLC or Net, Crcsstab;i]ated 
with Cuerall Level of Inter! ibrary Loan Activity (p. 16) 

S.Unicn List Status of ^Periodicals in GHICfiEr Libraries: Are a Greater Fart of the 
Periodical Holdings round on a Union List or Not? (pJB) 

a. Status: Greater Part of Periodical Holdings on a Union List or Not, 
Crosstabuiated by Type of Library (p.!3) 

b. Status: Greater Part of Periodical Holdings on a Union List or Net, 
r^csstabulated by Leue? of Activity for the Sending of Photocopies (p. 19) 

c. Status: Greater Part cf Periodical Holdings cn a Union List or Not, 
CrcsstaDulated by Location cf Library within Ohio {p.2Q) 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

5 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



4. Status oi Interlibpapy Loan Policies of OHIQ^ET Librariss in the Name-Address 
Directory (p. 22) 

a. Status: Interlibrary Lcaa Policies in the Narae-Address Directory or Not, 
Crosstabulated by Type oi Library <p.22) 



S.Attitude of Respondents Tcuards Name-Address Directory: Is it Helpful or Not? 

(p. 23) 

a. Responses to Whether ?«D was Found Helpful or Not,-Cros5tabulatad by Type 
cf Library (p. 23) 



6. Tcol Checked First In Finding Potential Supplying Libraries for Interfibrary 
Fhctcccpies (p,25) 

a. 'Tco: Checked First/ Crosstabulated by Type of Library (p.2o) 
t. 'Teo: Checked First,' CrcsstaSalated by the Activity Level for Phctccocy 
Grcers 5ece»ued (p. 22) 

7. The Means by which rhotcc:p;es are ii'i^rei :icsi Often (p. 38) 

a. f^eans Host Often Use; for Ordering Phctuccpies, Crosstabulated by Activity 
Lsveis for Receiving ILL Photocopies (p.31) 

b. Means Most Often Used for Ordering Photocopies, Crosstabulated by Type of 

Library (p. 32) 



S.Type cf Gecgraphic Search 3enerally Needed to Fill an Interlibrary Lean rhotoccsy 
Request (p. 25) 

a. Type of Geographic Search Generally Needed to Fill an Interlibrary Loan ' 
Photcccpy Request, Crosstabulated by Type of Library <p.35) 

b. Type of Geographic Search General!/ Needed to Fill an Interlibrary Lean 
Phctucopy Request, Crosstabulated by the Responding Library's Location within Qhic (p. 36) 



9.Uhich Libraries Supply the Greatest Number of Interlibrary Photocopies ^p.40) 

a« Which Libraries Supply the Greatest Nurcber of Interlibrary Photoccpies, 
Crosstabulated by the Respondent's Type of Library (p.4I) 



ERIC 



6 



Part B: Interlibrary Lean Activity c? the Respondents: Nature and Anount (p,<14) 



1. Description o? Overall Interlibrary Loan Transactions (p. 44) 



3. Description Overall ILL Activity by Type of Library (p. 46) 



2. Interlibrary Transactions: seeks Loaned and Sorrcwed <p.4S) 



3. Interlibrary Transactions: rhotocopy Orders Sent and Received (p. 49) 

a. Activity Levels for Fhctocopy Orders Sent and Photocopy Orders Receiued, 
Crcsstabaiated by Type of Library (p. 4?) 



Part C; The £:c!:5r.t of C:st in the jrcer-ng anc 3u:?'y''>3 of Inter! icrary Photocopies (p. 54) 



Section One: Cost in the Crderrng of Inter! ibra.y Pftctccopies (p. 54) 



l.Dc Libraries fiecciarly Order Interlibrary Photocopies? (p. 54) 

a. Unether Interlibrary Fnotocopies are Rec'jlariy Ordered or Not, 
Crosstaoulated with Se'.pcndent's Type of Library (p. 54) 



2. ufnich Criterion in Ordering .Interlibrary Photocopies is Most bportant to the 
Requesting Library: Convenience, Cost, or Speed? (p. 55) 

a. ^ost Irioortant Criterion in Orcering Interlibrary Photocopies, 
Croistaoulated by Type of Library (p,55) 

b. Most Ijzpcrtant Criterion in Ordering Interlibrary Photocopies, 
CrosstoSulateo by Respcndinc Library's Activity Level for Photocopies Received (p. 57) 

3. Awar?ne33 of Interlibrary Loan Pe'^^cnnel Concerning the Photocopy Charges of 
Other Libraries (p.iO) 

a. Level of Awareness, .rosstabulated by Type of Library (p. 63) 

b. Level of AwarenesE, Crcsstab'jiatec by the activity Level of the Responding 
Library for Photocopy Orders Received (p. 62) 




c:r.:=rTi?.9 their Ci«;n Libraries- Prcocrtion of 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 




BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



4. Photcco?y Charges: are Inteplibrapy Photocopy Charges o^ the Supplying Library 
Passed on to the Patron or Not? (p.i4) 

a. Whether Photocopy Charges o^ Supplying Libraries are Passed on to the 
Patrons or Not, Crcsstabulated by Type ot Library (p. 65) 

b. Whether Photocopy Charges o^ Supplying Libraries are Passed on to Patrons 
or Net, Crosstabulated by the Activity Level for Photocopy Orders Received (p. 66) 

5. Hw Concerned are Interlibrary Loan Personnel concerning Interlibrary Photocopy 
Ccsts? (p. 68) 

a. Degree of Concern, Crosstabulated by Respondent's Type of Library (p.6S) 

b. Degree of Concern, Crcsstabulated by the Responding Library's Activity 
Level for Photocopy Orders Received (p. 79) 

c. Degree of Ccncern, Crosstabulated with Answers to Whether the Resoondiag 
Library Passes on the Ful] Cost of Interlibrary Phctcccpy Charces to-its Patrons or Not 
(3.71) 



Section Two: Cost in the Sypplying of Interlibrary Photocopies (p. 72) 



l.Dc Most Libraries Regularly Supply Interlibrary Photocopies? (p,73) 

4. Whether Interlibrary Photocopies are Regularly Supplied or Not, 
Crosstabulats: by Sespcndent's Type of Library (p. 72) 



2. Range o? Interlibrary Photocopy Charges (p. 75) 

a. Interlibrary Photocopy Charges, Crosstabulated with the Activity Level for 
Sending Photocopies (p. 76) 



3. How Frequently do Supplying Libraries Review their Photocopy Fee Structures^ 

(p. 73) 



4. nave Supplying Libraries ever Conducted an In-hcuse Photocopy Cost Study'^ (p,73) 

a. Whether In-house Cost Study had been Performed or Not,Crosstabulated by 
Respondent's Type of Library (p,79) 

5. How do Suppl; ing libraries Ccflipare their Interlibrary Photocopy Fee Structure to 
those of ether Libraries? (p. 89) 



6,How Involved were the Individual Respondents in the 3e ting of the ILL Fee 
Structure at their Libraries? (p. 81) 



8 

vii. 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Part 0: Responses to Proposed inter! ibrary Loan Photocopy Cost Containment Prooraras for 
GKICf^£T Libraries (p. 62) 

1. Progrsn Nunber One? Free Photocopies would be Exchanged between OHIGfi'ET Librarie 
of the sarae type (p,82) 

a. response Crosstabulated by Type ot Library (p. 83) 

b. Response Crcsstabylated by the Total Interlibrary Loan Activity Level ot 
Responding Library (p. 34) 

c. Sesponse Crosstabulited by the i?ei?cndent's Perception oi own Library's 
rrcpc^tion c-? "Pnctoropies Sent' to 'Photocopies Received" (p,85) 

2. Procrarj Nteber Two? OHICNET Libraries or the sane tvoe would Exchange* Photocopiei 
ot a Rec'jcec Rate v?.8c) 

a, Response Cr:s5tablala:5;{ by Tyte Library (p. So) 
t. ",3=?cn3r Crcsitabuiatcj ty the Tela! Interlibrary Loan Aciivity Level oi 
-.esscnding Licrar:* (?.37) 

c. Response CrosstaCL-late-: by the jtespcndefit's Perception o* own Lisrsry's 
F'^cpcrtion oi "P'^ctoccoies Ser.r to "Fhotoccpies neceiveis' (p,S3) 

3. rroQran Number Three: AW GHKNE T Acii^rilc Libraries would Exchange Free 
Fhctcccpies (p.S?J 

a. Sesponse Crosstabulated by Type o? Library (?,S9) 

b. Response Crosstaiulated by the Total Interlibrary Loan Activity Leue! o* . 
the Sesponcing Library (p,90) 

c. xespoRse Crosstabulated by the Respondent's Perception of own Library's 
Proportion of 'Photocopies Sent" to "Photocopies Heceivec" (?,?!) 

4. ?rcgrin Nureber Four: All CHICNE T Ac^denic Libraries would Provide Photocopies to 
Each Other at a Reduced Rate Re uced Rate (p,92) 

a. Response Crosstabulated by Type of Library (p. 92) 

b. Response Crosstabulated by the Total Interlibrary Loan Activity Leuel of 
the Responding Library (p,93) 

c. Response Crosstabulated by the Respondent's Perception of avn Library's 
Proportion cf 'Photocopies Sent' to "Fnotocopies Received' (p,?4) 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



S.Progr^ Nurober Fives OKID^ET Libraries with Similar Levels of Interlibrary Lo an 
Activity would Provide Free Photocopies to Each Other <p.95) 

a. Response Crosstabulated by Type o^ Library (p,95) 

b. Response Crosstabulated by the Total Interlibrary Loan Activity Level o^ 
the Responding Library (p. 94) 

c» Response Crosstabulated by the Respondent's Perception o^ cwn Library's 
Proportion oi "Photoccpies Sent" to "Photocopies Received" (p.97) 

i.Prcgrara Nwber Six: OWmEi Libraries with Similar Levels Interlibrary Loan 
Activity would Provide Photocopies to Each Other at a Reduced Rate (p. 98) 

✓ 

a. Response Crosstabulated by Type Library (p. 93) 

b. Response Crosstabulated by the Total Interlibrary Lean Activity Level o^ 
the Responding Library (p. 9?) 

c. SesDcnse Crosstabulated by the Respondent's Perception ot cwn library's 
Proportion of "Photocopies Senf to "Phctcccpies Received' (p. 101) 

7.?rogri> Number Seven: All GHICf^ET Libraries would Provide Free Photocopies to 
Each Other <f.!02) 

a. Response Crosstabulated by Type oi Library (p. 102) 

b» Response Crosstabulated by the Total Interlibrary Loan Activity Level o? 
the Responding Library (p. 103) 

c. Response Crosstabulated by the Respondent's Perception oi wn Library's / 
Proportion o^ "Photocopies Sent" to "Photocopies Received" <p.l04) 

S.Progran Number Eight: All OHK^ET Libraries would Provide Each Other Photocopies 
at a Reduced Rate (p. 105) 

a* Response Crosstabulated by Type of Library (p.lOS) 

b. Response Crosstabulated by the Total Interlibrary Loan Activity Level o^ 
the Responding Library (p. 106) 

c. Response Crosstabulated by the Respondent's Perception of own Library's 
Proportion of "Photocopies Sent" to "Photocopies Received" <p.l07) 

CRITICISM OF RESPONSE TO PRCG?jV< OFFERINGS <p.l08) 

a. Overall Response to Individual Prograras <p.l08) 

b. Response to Individual Programs by Type of Library (p. 109) 

- c. Response to Inoividual Programs by Total Interlibrary Loan 
Level of Activity (p.lll) 

d. Response to Individual ProgriDS by Libraries' Proportion of "Photocopies 
Sent" to 'Photocopies Received" <p.ll3/ 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



?.0o Libraries Hsve Any Type of Reciprocal fi9ree[i;ent<5) Already? (p. 115) 

a. Response CrosstabulateJ by Type of Library (p. 115) 

b. Response Crosstabulated by the Total Inter! ibrary Lear. Activity Level of 
the Responding Library <p,116) 

Part E: Association Mensberships of the Responding Libraries and Perceoticns of 
Associations' RcJe in Fostering Cost Ccntainnent Prograras (p. US) 

1. Uhat Type of ^^erooerships to Library Associations are Keld by Respondents? (?.!;£) 

2, Uhat is the Perceived Hole o? Library Associations in pGsterinc rhotocc:y Ccs: 
Ccnta:'j.':en:.?ro3rif55? (p. 11?) 

a. ^eKcr.se Crcsslacujauc by Library Asscciatjcn .^er.be^^snips (p. 120) 

b. Pespcnse Crossstasuiatec by Total Interlib-^ary Loan Activity Level (p. 122) 

Part r: Ccvients of Respondents (p. 124) 

Chapter W: Genera! Suwnary with Reccrwendations for Future Study/Action (p.l2i) 
.^art A: Saoaary of Findings (p. 124) 
Part B: Reccw)endations for Study/Action (p. 135) 

Tables of Charts (Charts l!!-9fl) 

Apoendices: 

Appendix A: Cover Letter to Nouersber 16,1984 Questionnaire 

Appendix B: Personal Information Sheet Acccmpanying Qiiesticnnaire 

Appendix C: Questionnaire (4 pages) 

Appendix 0: Follow up Letter of February 6, 1985 

Appendix £: Ma? of Chip Divided Up by Telephone Area Cose Nuabers 

Appendix Fs CHI(?JET Institutions Fdrticipating in the Survey 

Appendix 6: CKICNcT Institutions which were Mailed Guestionnaires. but Either 
!ic net Seti:rn thera, or Returned thers tea Late to be Included in the Survey Tabulation, or 
luC'Uded thersse-.ves f'^on Particioation in the Survey 

^ il , 



CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

During the past five years I have served as the 
Interlibrary Loan Coordinator at Xavier University 
Library. The purpose of the Interlibrary Loan (ILL) 
Service is to make available to library patrons 
information not otherwise found at the Library. Books 
needed for research purposes but not found at Xavier 
University Library may be borrowed from other 
libraries. Photocopies of articles from journals not 
held by the Library may bo purchased from other 
libraries for Xavier patrons. Other libraries make 
similar requests for books and photocopies from the 
Interlibrary Loan Service at Xavier University Library. 

Two factors regarding Interlibrary Loan as 
practiced in libraries today have impressed me most. 
Firsts the cost of maintaining such a service to both 
libraries and to their patrons. For libraries, 
substantial costs can be incurred in terms of staff 
time necessary to process ILL requests , in terms of 
communications costs (for many libraries, requests are 
handled over a computerized interlibrary network, the 
OCLC system), and in shipping costs. Patrons are often 
responsible for paying any charges made by a supplying 
library for the loan of a book or the purchase of a 
photocopy. 

In an effort to promote more student and faculty 
use of the Library, Xavier University Library 



underwrites at this time many of the "other library" 
fees charged for Interlibrary Loan transactions* This 
places an additional burden upon already limited 
Library resources* 

The second factor that has impressed me most 
regarding Interlibrary Loan is the tremendous need for 
coooperation between libraries engaging in Interlibrary 
Loan* The majority of libraries make their materials 
available on Interlibrary Loan* In order to make other 
libraries aware of the presence of a certain book or 
journal within an individual library^ that library will 
spend time and money in "publicizing" its presence 
through entering the title into a paper or on-line 
catalog or union list* 

The willingness of libraries to cooperate is 
reflected in the blossoming of library associations and 
consortia throughout the country* At every 
level — locals state ^ regional # and national — 
librarians come together to share ideas^ to confront 
common problems^ and to cooperate* Interlibrary Loan is 
one form of that cooperation* 

Xavier University Library is used as an 
illustration of the above point* Xavier has ties at the 
local level through the Greater Cincinnati Library 
Consortium (GCLC) , at the regional level through the 
Southwestern Ohio Council for Higher Education (SOCHE) , 
at the state level through the Academic Library 



Association of Ohio (ALAO) , and at the national level 
through OHIONETr the Ohio-based branch of OCLC (On-Line 
Catalog Center) r and also the American Library 
Association (ALA)* Interlibrary Loan is one form of 
cooperation* encouraged and facilitated at each of these 
levels. 

How might libraries cooperate to reduce costs, 
especially the costs of Interlibrary Loan? That is the 
general focus of this paper. In particular, this study 
will address the following elemenc of cost and its 
containment within the Interlibrary Loan service: the 
cost of fees for photocopies charged by a supplying 
library to a requesting library* The importance of such 
a study is founded on economic reality* Unless the cost 
of providing information for patrons can be curtailed 
or otherwise controlled, many patrons or subsidizing 
libraries will not be able in the future to afford, on 
a regular basis, information otherwise available 
through Interlibrary Loan photocopies. 

This study takes one slice of the library 
community, i.e., OHIONET libraries, and attempts to do 
the following: 

first, study the Interlibrary 
environment (e.g, the types of libraries, their use of 
such library •'tools" as OCLC, union lists, and the 
Name-Address Directory, etc.); 
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second f study the volume of ILL activity 
in these libraries; 

third r study the element of "cost" in 
the ordering and in the supplying of ILL photocopies; 

fourths present the reactions of OHIONET 
ILL personnel concerning participation in various 
proposed programs which would seek to reduce or 
eliminate the supplying libraries' ILL photocopying 
fees; 

fifthr study the perceptions of OHIONET 
members regarding the role of the library association 
in Interlibrary Loan cost containment; 

sixths present various opinions 
expressed by respondents in the concluding portion of 
the survey; 

seventh^ offer a general summation with 
recommendations for future study/action* 



CHAPTER II: METHODOLOGY 



PART A: CHOICE OF SUBJECT 
OHIONET libraries were chosen as the object of 
this study.* The reasons for choosing OHIONET libraries 
to study were: 

first, since most of these institutions 
had their own OCLC terminals, they had a common, usable 
line of communication: the OCLC network. Some libraries 
did hot have their own OCLC terminal or use of the OCLC 
ILL subsystem, but they were very few. With ease in 
communication, the possibility of interest in 
cooperative programs might be greater; 

second, OHIONET has a variety of library 
participants (Academic, Public, Medical, and Special 
Libraries) • It would be interesting to see how these 
types of libraries interrelated in the area of 
Interlibrary Iidan; 

third, all OHIONET libraries were in the 
State of Ohio. It would be interesting to see whether 
ILL activity was largely confined within the state; 

fourth, since Xavier University Library 
was an OHIONET member, it was likely that the return 
rate to a survey sponsored by a fellow member would be 
higher them otherwise. 




* These institutions were listed in the OCLC 
Participating Institutions f Arranged by Network and 
Institutions 1984 July > Almost all entries listed under 
the OHIONET network were chosen for the survey* Those 
institutions which were listed as being "Inactive" 
members of OHIONET were not surveyed. Also^ a handful 
of entries which in my judgment were really 
institutional non-entities # were omitted. ( For a 
listing of institutions that responded or did not 
respond to the survey^ see Appendixes F and 6.) 

PART B: THE INSTRUMENTATION 
A questionnaire was prepared in September/October # 
1984. This device was reviewed and critiqued by several 
members of the Xavier University Library staff as well 
as by others working at other libraries. (The survey is 
reproduced in Appendix C.) 

In addition to the four-page questionnaire ^ a cover 
letter addressed to the "Interlibrary Loan Coordinator** 
was prepared and printed on Xavier University Library 
stationary. The purpose and the importance of the 
survey was explained. Each respondent was asked to 
return the questionnaire in the self-addressed ^ stamped 
envelope which accompanied the survey (See Appendix A). 

Finally^ each questionnaire included a form which 
asked for the name and job title of the respondent ^ 
whether the respondent wished to have the survey 
results mailed to him/her r and whether they could be 
contacted to clarify any of the answers given (See 
Appendix B) . Each "personal information** form included 
a three-digit case identification number in the lower 



left-hand corner* This number was also found on the 
return envelope* 

On November 19 r 1984 r 215 questionnaires were 
mailed by first-class delivery* Of the 215 surveys 
mailed r 152 were returned and used in the tabulation of 
results r for a response rate of 71 percent* "^"^ Returned 
surveys were accepted until March 16 r 1985 r the day the 
results were tablulated* 

Response to the survey was good, I believe, since: 
firsbr this was apparently a topic of 
interest* For the 152 used surveys r 134 respondents 
indicated that they would like to have the survey 
results sent to them; 

second r I promised that the results 
would be sent to "*** the OHIONET Interllbrary Loan 
Advisory Council r to appropriate library associations 
within the State of Ohio, and to all interested survey 
participants" (See cover letter r Appendix A); 

and third r the survey was relatively easy 
to complete and included postage for the return 
mailing* 

** Nine surveys besides the 152 counted 
surveys were also returned: one was returned by the 
Post Office (addressee unknown) ; five institutions did 
not choose to participate in the survey since they felt 
it did not apply to them; two returned the completed 
survey too late to be included; and one returned the 
survey, but from the given answers it was apparent that 
this institution should not have participated, since 
this library had no periodical holdings* 



PART C: DESCRIPTION OP QUESTIONNAIRE 

The survey was divided into three sections* (For a 
copy of the survey r see Appendix C.) 

Section I briefly solicited information regarding 
the type of library being surveyed (Q#l) and also what 
personal or institutional professional memberships were 
held by those surveyed (Q#2 to Q#10)* 

Section II initially solicited information on 
whether the greateic part of the surveyed library's 
periodicals were cataloged on the OCLC system (Q#ll) 
and whether a greater part of their periodical holdings 
could be found on a union list (Q#12)# Also, libraries 
were asked whether they had listed their Interlibrary 
Loan policies on the OCLC Name-Address Directory (NAD) 
(Q#13) and whether the Name-Address Directory had 
proven helpful to them (Q#14)* 

After tY\B introductory questioning. Section II 
divided into two parts: Part A — questions concerning 
the surveyed institution's ""ordering of photocopies 
from other libraries" and Part B, which dealt with the 
library's "supplying of photocopies to other 
libraries^" 

In Section II, Part A, libraries were asked how 
they ordered photocopies: what tool they used most 
often to locate a supplying library (Q#16); how their 
photocopy requests were transmitted to potential 
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suppliers (Q.18); what type of library supplied them 
with the greatest number of photocopies (Q.19); and in 
what locale were they generally able to find suppliers 
for their requests (Q,20). 

In addition, there were four questions relating to 
cost in Part A. Respondents were asked to choose what 
criterion was most important to them in selecting a 
potential supplying library (e.g., convenience, cost, 
or speed) (Q.17). Respondents were also asked how often 
did they know at the time of ordering how much a 
photocopy would cost (Q.21); how concerned in general 
were they regarding the costs of their purchased 
photocopies (Q.22); and whether they passed on to their 
own patrons the full charges of photocopies ordered for 
them (Q.23). 

In Section II, Part B, questions were asked about 
the respondent's supplying of photocopies to other 
libraries. For the most part these questions concerned 
cost factors: how much did they charge for a 
ten-exposure request (Q.26); how did they feel their 
fee structure compared to other libraries (Q.27); 
whether they had ever performed an in-house study to 
determine how much it cost them to supply photocopies 
(Q.28); how often did they revise their photocopy fee 
structure {Q.29) . Besides these "cost" questions, 
respondents were asked to indicate total numbers of 
transactions, both incoming and outgoing, for 
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photocopies and books (Q.30 to Q.34) and to describe 
where they stood as far as supplying photocopies in 
relation to their purchasing photocopies (Q.25) • 

Section III inquired concerning what interest 
responding libraries might have in participating in 
various proposed interlibrary photocopying programs 
within the OHIONET network. Such programs were 
described as voluntary in nature but that they ''would 
assume that participating libraries would begin to 
enter their periodical titles into the OCLC system if 
not done so previously" (cf. Survey^ Section III^ 
Introduction) • 

Two general types of programs were offered: firsts 
programs in which interlibrary photocopies would be 
sent free of charge and second # programs in which 
interlibrary photocopies would be sold at a reduced 
rate.*** 

Bach type of proposed program was offered under 
various circumstances: Free or reduced rate photocopies 
for OHIONET libraries of the same type (Q.35 and 
Q. 36 )****; for all OHIONET Academic libraries 
(regardless of whether public or private) (Q.37 and 
Q.38)*****; for OHIONET libraries with similar levels 
of Interlibrary Loan activity (Q.39 and Q.40); and for 
all OHIONET libraries (Q.41 and Q. 42). 

Section III concluded with inquiries as to whether 
the responding library had any type of reciprocal 



agreement for free or reduced-rate photocopies (Q.43); 
what role library associations should play in promoting 
free or reduced-rate programs (Q.44); and what 
self-perceived level of influence had the individual 
respondent concerning the setting of the interlibrary 
photocopy fee policy at his/her libraiy (Q. 45) 

The participants were encouraged to give comments 
concerning any of the topics raised in the survey* in 
the space provided on page four of the questionnaire. 



*** The meaning of "reduced rate" was kept 
intentionally undefined # as this survey only wished to 
gauge initial r general respondent reactions and not to 
become enmeshed in detailed program proposals. 

***^ The "types" of libraries as detailed in 
the survey were: Academic Library in a Private 
Institution; Academic Library in a Public Institution; 
Medical Library; Public Library; Special Library and 
"Other." 

***** Questions 37 and 38 were to be answered 
by Academic Libraries only. 

****** The survey included two questions (Q. 
15 and Q. 24) which if answered "No" by the respondent r 
resulted in the respondent being inappropriately 
excluded from completing the survey. Twenty-nine 
libraries answered "No" to oae or both questions. These 
libraries were sent back the unanswered portions of 
their surveys (along with a self-addressed , staipped 
envelope) so that they could complete the survey. Of 
the twenty-nine f all but three returned the survey a 
second time. (One of these three returned the completed 
sections too late for those sections to be included in 
the final tabulation.) Those not returning the 
uncompleted parts were givea "Missing" responses for 
those parts at the time of tabulation. (For a 
reproduction of the letter sent to the twenty-nine 
libraries in which the problem was explained^ see 
Appendix D) . 
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PART D: TABULATION OF RESULTS 
The questionnaire was coded to allow for answers 
to be easily entered and processed on SPSSX, a software 
package especially suited for computation and 
manipulation of information in the social sciences • 
Besides merely providing frequency counts for answers , 
SPSSX allowed for extensive use of crosstabulation of 
chosen variables. 
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CHAPTER III: PRESENTATION OF DATA/BRIEF CRITICISM 

PART A: INTQRLIBRASy ENVIRONMENT: DESCRIPTION OF 
RESPONDING LIBRARIES/ USE OF OCLC/ UNION LISTS, NAD, 
LIBRARY LOCATION TOOLS/ METHODS OP ORDERING/ GEOGRAPHIC 
AVAILABILITY OF MATERIALS/GREATEST PHOTOCOPY SUPPLIERS 

1. DESCRIPTION OF RESPOilDING LIBRARIES 

Each respondent was asked what type of library 
best described his own: Publicly-supported Academic 
Library; Privately-supported Academic Library; Public 
Library; Special Library; Medical Library; or some 
"Other" type of library. 

a. Types of Libraries Represented 

Of the 152 institutions answering the 
questionnaire r the largest group of respondents were 
from Privately-supported Academic Libraries (26.5% of 
the totals or 40 cases). This was folloued closely by 
Public Libraries (24.5% of the total*r or 37 cases). 
Publicly-supported Academic Libraries were the third 
highest respondent group (19.9% of the totals or 30 
cases). Special Libraries accounted for 15.6% of the 
total response (25 cases) and Medical Libraries 9.3% of 
the total response (14 cases). 3.3% of the respondents 
classifier^ themselves as some "Other" type of library 
(5 cases) . 

(SEE CHART *1) 
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* Unless otherwise stated ^ percentages described 
throughout this study will be valid percentages^ not 
total percentages {i.e., missing cases are not figured 
into percentages) « 

b. Location of Libraries within Ohio 

Libraries were catagorized according to the area 
within Ohio in which they were located. The three-digit 
area code from the telephone number solicited on the 
^^personal information" form was used to roughly 
catagorize libraries into these general area divisions: 
Northeast Ohio (Area Code 216); Northwest Ohio (Area 
Code 419); Southwest Ohio (Area Code 513); and 
Southeast Ohio, including the Columbus # Ohio area 'Area 
Code 614). (See Appendix E) 

30.9% of the respondents (47 cases) were from the 
Southeast Ohio-Columbus, Ohio area; 29.6% of the 
respondents (45 cases) were from Northeast Ohio. 
Southwest Ohio accounted for 24.3% of the responding 
institutions (37 cases), while Northwest Ohio 
contributed 15.1% of the total response (23 cases). 

(SEE CHART #2) 
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2.0CLC STATUS OP PERIODICALS IN OHIONET LIBRARIES: ARE 
GREATER PART OF TITLES FOUND ON OCLC OR NOT? 

Libraries were asked whether the greater part 

(i.e., more than 50%) of their periodical titles were 

cataloged on OCLC. The great majority, 69.3% (104 

cases) said "No," while 30.7% (46 cases) said "yes." 

(SEE CHART #3) 

a. Status: Greater Part of Periodical Titles on 
OCLC or Not, Crosstabulated with Type of Library 

When the above figures were broken down by Type of 

Library, it was found that 62.1% (18 of 29 cases) of 

Publicly-supported Academic Libraries did in fact have 

the greater part of their periodical titles cataloged 

on OCLC. This is compared to Privately-supported 

Academic Libraries: only 25% having the greater part of 

their periodical titles on OCLC (40 total cases). The 

figures for Medical, Public, and Special Libraries are 

similar to that of the Privately-supported Academic 

Libraries: Medical Libraries with 21.4% "Yes" and 78.6% 

"No" (14 total cases); Public Libraries with 22.2% 

"Yes" and 77.8% "No" (36 total cases); Special 

Libraries with 24% "Yes" and 76% "No" (25 total cases). 

"Other" libraries had 100% "No" (5 total cases). 

(SEE CHART #4) 
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b •Status: Greater Part of Periodical Titles on 
OCLC or Notr Crosstabulated with Overall Level of 
Interlibrary Loan Activity 

Responses ("Yes" and "No**) to whether the greater 
part of the library's periodicals were cataloged on 
OCLC were broken down< by overall levels of Interlibrary 
Loan activity (First Level Activity: the fewest 
transactions ; Fourth Level Activity : the most 
transactions) • 

The figures for Levels One to Three were about the 
same: First Level Activity, 21*9% "Yes" and 78^1% "No" 
(32 total cases); Second Level Activity, 31.3% "Yes" 
and 68.8% "No" (32 total cases); Third Level Activity, 
24.2% "Yes" and 75*8% "No" (33 total cases) • The Fourth 
Level Activity showed a different set of figures: 53.1% 
"Yes" and 46.9% "No" (32 total cases) • 

(SEE CHART #5) 

CRITICISM: The periodical titles of the responding 
OHIONET libraries are for the most part not represented 
on the OCLC system. About 7 of 10 libraries do not have 
the greater part (i.e., more than 50%) of their 
periodical titles represented on the system. 

This tendency is noJt true for Publicly-supported 
Academic Libraries where about 6 of 10 libraries djQ 
have the greater part of their periodical titles so 
represented. Why this great discrepency between 



Publicly-supported Academic Libraries and the remaining 
libraries? Perhaps it is a question of economics* 

Libraries that do the heaviest traffic in 
Interlibrary Loans are much more likely to have their 
periodical titles represented on the OCLC system. 



3.0HI0N LIST STATUS OP PERIODICALS IN OHIONET 
LIBRARIES: ARE A GREATER PART OF THE PERIODICAL 
HOLDINGS FOOND ON A UNION LIST OR NOT? 

When asked whether their library had the greater 

part of their periodical holdings (more than 50%) 

listed on a local r regional, or national union list, 

111 of the respondents said "Yes" (74%), while 39 said 

"No" (26%). 

(SEE CHART *6) 

a. Status: Greater Part of Periodical Holdings on a 
Union List or Not, CrosstcUt>ulated by Type of Library 

When information on whether the greater part of a 
library's periodical holdings were found on some type 
of union list was crosstabulated by Type of Library, 
the following statistics resulted: 

Medical Libraries had 100% "Yes" (14 cases). 
Privately-supported Academic Libraries had 85% "Yes* 
(34 cases) , 15% "No" (6 cases) ; Publicly-supported 
Academic Libraries had 76.7% "Yes" (23 cases), 23.3% 
"No" (7 cases); Public Libraries 71.4% "Yes* (25 
cases), 28.6% *No" (10 cases); Special Libraries 48% 
"Yes" (12 cases), 52% "No* (13 cases); "Other" 
libraries had 40% "Yes* (2 cases), 60% "No* (3 cases). 

(SEE CHART #7) 
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b« status: Greater Part of Periodical Holdings on a 
Union List or Not, Crosstabulated by Level of Activity 
for the Sending of Photocopies 

When the above "Yes" and "No" responses to the 
status uf periodical holdings on a union list were 
crosstabulated by the level of activity experienced by 
individual libraries for sending interlibrary 
photocopies, the following resulted: (Note: First Level 
Activity: the fewest photocopier sent; Fourth Level 
Activity: the most photocopies sent) 

for First Level Activity: 19 "Yes" and 9 "No" 
(67.9% to 32.1%); 

for Second Level Activity: 19 "Yes" and 10 "No" 
(65.5% to 34.5%) 

for Third Level Activity: 24 "Yes" and 5 "No" 
(82.8% to 17.2%) 

for Fourth Level Activity: 23 "Yes" and 6 "No" 
(79.3% to 20*7%) . 

(SEE CHART *8) 
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c.Status : Greater Part of Periodical Holdings on 
a Union List or Not^ Crosstabulated by Location of 
Library within Ohio 

When "Yes'' and "No" answers to the above were 
crosstabulated by geographic zone within Ohio^ the 
following resulted: 

in Northeast Ohio 79.5% said "Yes" (35 cases), 
20.5% said "No" (9 cases); 

in Northwest Ohio 73*9% said "Yes" (17 cases), 
26.1% said "No" (6 cases); 

in Southwest Ohio 81.1% said "Yes" (30 cases), 
18.9% said "No" (7 cases); 

and in the Southeast Ohio/Columbus, Ohio region 63% 
said "Yes" (29 cases), 37% said "No" (17 cases). 

(SEE CHART #9) 

CRITICISM: In contrast to the response given to the 
previous question concerning the status of periodical 
titles on OCLC, most responding libraries dfi have the 
greater part (more than 50%) of their periodical 
holdings on some sort of union list (about every 3 of 4 
libraries) . 

Special Libraries, with only 48% of them 
indicating that they have the greater part of their 
periodical holdings on a union list, were the exception 
to the overall tendency. The Medical Libraries* 100% 
"Yes" response seems to indicate a high degree of 
appreciation by those libraries for the need of 
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information transfer* (Note: *'Other" libraries are not 
included in any of the critiques of this study*) 

Several libraries could not be included in the 
crosstabulation of "Union List Status" by "Level of 
Activity for the Sending of Photocopies*" There were 37 
missing observations* For those included in the 
crosstabulation r however # this tendency was seen: 
those libraries that sent out more ILL photocopies 
(Third or Fourth Level Activity libraries) also have a 
heavier involvement in participating in union lists 
than for those libraries that sent out lesr XLL 
photocopies (First and Second Level Activity 
libraries) • 

As far as whether geography might have some part 
to play in a library's level of participation in a 
union listr it can only be said that the Southeast 
Ohio/Columbus r Ohio libraries 63% "Yes" response did 
markedly contrast to the 81*1% "Yes" response given by 
Southwest Ohio libraries* Why there would be such a 
difference is not clear* 
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4. STATUS OF INTERLIBRARY LOAN POLICIES OF OHIONET 
LIBRARIES IN THE NAME-ADDRESS DIRECTORY 

When asked whether their library had entered their 

Interlibrary Loan policies into the OCLC Name-Address 

Directory (NAD), 58.2% of the respondents said "Yes" 

(85 cases) while 41.8% said "No" (61 cases). 

(SEE CHART #10) 

a. Status: Interlibrary Loan Policies in the 
Name-Address Directory or Not, Crosstabulated by Type 
of Library 

When "Yes" and "No" answers to the above were 
crosstabulated by the type of library of the 
respondents, the following resulted; 

for Privately-supported Academic Libraries: 
20 "Yes" and 18 "No" (52.6% to 47.4%); 

for Publicly-supported Academic Libraries; 15 
"Yes" and 15 "No" (50% to 50 %); 

for sifi.dioal Libraries: 9 "Yes" and 5 "No" 
(64.3% to 35.7%); 

fcr Public Libraries: 24 "Yes" and 11 "No" 
(68.6% to 31.4%); 

for Special Libraries: 15 "Yes" and 8 "No" 
(65.2% to 34.8%); 

for "other" libraries: 1 "Yes" and 4 "No" 
(20% to 80%). 

(SEE CHART #11) 
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CRITICISM: About 6 of 10 responding libraries 
indicated that their ILL policies were listed on the 
OCLC Narae-Address Directory (NAD), Public Libraries, 
Special Libraries, and Medical Libraries respectively 
lead the way in this regard. Academic Libraries in 
general showed somewhat less inclination to publicize 
their policies through NAD. 

5. ATTITUDE OP RESPONDENTS TOWARDS NAME-ADDRESS 
DIRECTORY: IS IT HELPPOL OR NOT? 

Libraries were asked whether they considered the 

OCLC Name-Address Directory helpful. 52.2% said that 

they have found it helpful (71 cases), while 47.8% said 

that they had not found it helpful (65 cases). 

(SEE CHART #12) 

a. Responses to Whether NAD Was Pound Helpful or 
Not, Crosstabulated by Type of Library 

When the above answers were crosstabulated by type 

of library, these results were seen: 

for Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries: 17 •'Yes" and 19 •'No*' (47.2% to 52.8%); 

for Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries: 16 "Yes" and 10 "No" (61.5% to 38.5%); 

for Medical Libraries: 6 "Yes" and 7 
"No" (46.2% to 53.8%); 

for Public Libraries: 16 "Yes" and 18 
"No" (47.1% to 52.9%); 
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for Special Libraries: 14 '*Yes** and 7 
"No" (66.7% to 33.3%); 

and for "other" libraries: 1 "Yes" and 4 
"No" (20% to 80%) • 

(SEE CHART #13) 

CRITICISM: Overall response to the Name Address 
Directory (NAD) by those surveyed was lukewarm. Medical 
Libraries r Public Libraries ^ and Privately-supported 
Academic Libraries gave overall negative response to 
the NAD. In each case \\e negative response was a 
little over 50%. In contrast. Special Libraries liked 
NAD . Every 2 of 3 Special Libraries thought it was 
helpful. Every 6 of 10 Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries also liked NAD. This was in contrast to 
Privately-supported Academic Libraries , more of which 
responded that NAD was not helpful. 

It would be interesting to discover what about NAD 
was found helpful to Special Libraries and 
Publicly-supported Academic Libraries and how these two 
types of Libraries generally used NAD. 
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6. TOOL CHECKED FIRST IN FINDING POTENTIAL SUPPLYING 
LIBRARIES FOR INTERLIBRARY PHOTOCOPIES 

Libraries were asked to indicate the "tool'* they 
usually used first in their attempt to find a supplier 
for their photocopy requests* 

51% (73 cases) said that they used some kind of 
local or regional union list first. Next came the OCLC 
system (35%, 50 cases). 10 cases said that they chose 
some "other" means (?%)• 3#5% used New Serial Titles or 
the Onion Liat of Serials first (5 cases). 2.8% used 
the telephone (4 cases). One library (•?%) said that it 
used a "subject-oriented union list." 

(SEE CHART #14) 
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a. "Tool Checked First," Crosstabulated by Type 
of Library 

When the "tool checked first" answers where 
crosstabulated by Type of Library, the following 
statistics resulted: 

for Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries: 48,7% (19 cases) checked a Local or Regional 
Union List first; 38.5% (15 cases) checked OCLC; 10.3% 
checked New Serial Titles or the Dnion List of Serials 
(4 cases); one library (2,6%) checked some "other" 
tool; 

for Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries: Local or Regional Union List, 53,6% (15 
cases); OCLC, 42.9% (12 cases); the telephone, 3.6% (1 
case) ; 

for Medical Libraries: Local or Regional 
Union List, 92.9% (13 cases); a subject-oriented union 
list, 7.1% (1 case) ; 

for Public Libraries: Local or Regional 
Union List, 47.1% (16 cases); OCLC, 32.4% (11 cases); 
some "other" means, 17.6% (6 cases), and the Telephone, 
2.9% (1 case) ; 

for Special Libraries: OCLC, 50% (11 
cases); Local or Regional Union List, 31.8% (7 cases); 
Telephone, 9.1% (2 cases); some "other" means, 9.1% (2 
cases) ; 
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for those 5 libraries that classified 
themselves in the "other" category: Local or Regional 
Onion List, 40% (2 cases) t New Serial Titles or ULS . 

OCLC, and "Other* roeans each 1 case (20% each) . 

(SEE CHART #15) 
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b»"Tool Checked First Crosstabulated by the 
Activity Level Cor Photocopy Orders Received 

When "Tool Checked First** was crosstabulated by 

the Activity Level for Photocopy Orders Recieved (First 

Level Activity^ the fewest photocopies received; Fourth 

Level Activity- the greatest number of photocopies 

received), these statistics resulted: 

for the First Level of Activity: 
Local-Regional Union List, 64% (16 cases); OCLC, 28% (7 
cases) ;_1IS1-I!L£ and "Other", 4% each (each 1 case); 

for the Second Level of Activity: 
Local-Regional Union List, 50% (14 cases); OCLC, 46*4% 
(13 cases); "Other," 3,6% (1 case); 

for the Third Level of Activity: Local 
or Regional Union List, 44.4% (12 cases); OCLC, 33«3% 
(9 cases); Telephone, 11*1% (3 cases) :_MST-ULS. 7*4% (2 
cases); "Other," 3.7% (1 case); 

for the Fourth Level of Activity: Local 
or Regional Union List:, 48.3% (14 cases); OCLC.^ 44.8% 
(13 cases); "Other," 6.9% (2 cases). 

Note: There were 43 Missing Observations 
for this crosstabulation. 

(SEE CHART #16) 

CRITICISM: Local or Regional Union lists, probably 
because of their capacity to explicitly state holdings 
for individual periodical titles, were the preference 
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for locating potential supplying libraries over the 
OCLC record (which only supplies symbols of Holding 
Libraries^ but no explicit holding statements). Betv;een 
the two (e.g. union lists and OCLC) 86% of the 
responding libraries found their means of locating a 
supplying library. The traditional toolsr N^w Serial 
tltlfifi and the Union Lvat of Serials > were very seldom 
a first choice as a selection tool for these libraries. 

Local or Regional Union Lists were the first 
selection tool choice for both types of Academic 
Libraries r for Medical Libraries r and for Public 
Libraries. Only Special Libraries chose OCLC as a first 
choice selection tool. Interestingly r not one Medical 
Library included OCLC as a first choice selection tool. 

The volume of ILL photocopies received by a 
requesting library was seemingly not a factor in its 
approach in selecting potential supplying libraries for 
those photocopies. More libraries of each Activity 
Level (from those receiving the least amount of ILL 
photocopies to those receiving the greatest amount of 
ILL photocopies) chose a ••Local-Regional Union List** as 
the first choice selection tool than OCLC or other 
possible selection tools. 



7. THE MEANS BY WHICH PHOTOCOPIES ARE ORDERED MOST 
OFTEN 

The survey included a question concerning what 
means was most often used to order photocopies from 
other libraries. The greatest number (46.3%, 69 cases) 
responded that photocopies were most often ordered over 
the OCLC ILL subsystem. The next most common means for 
ordering was through the U.S. Hail (31.5%, 47 cases). 
23 libraries (or 15.4%) used the telephone most often. 
9 libraries (6% of the response) said that they chose 
*'other** means to order photocopies (e.g., such as 
working through other libraries) . One library used an 
on-line vendor (.7%). 

(SEE CHART #17) 
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a •Means Most Often Used for Ordering Photocopies, 
Crosstabulated by Activity Levels for Receiving ILL 
Photocopies 

When the results above were crosstabulated with 
the four Levels of Activity for Receiving interlibrary 
photocopies (First Level Activity: the least amount of 
photocopies received ; Fourth Level Activity: the most 
photocopies received), these were the results: 

for First Level Activity libraries: U*S* 
Mail, 40.7% (11 cases); OCLC Subsystem, 29«6% (8 
cases); Telephone, 29.6% (8 cases); 

for Second Level Activity libraries: 
OCLC Subsystem, 46*7% (14 cases); 0*S* Mail, 40% (12 
cases); "Other," 6*7% (2 ceises) ; Telephone, 3*3% (1 
case); On-line vendor, 3*3% (1 case); 

for Third Level Activity libraries: OCLC 
Subsystem, 58*6% (17 cases); U.S. Mail, 20.7% (6 cases); 
Telephone,. 17*2% (5 cases); "Other," 3*4% (1 case); 

for Fourth Level Activity libraries: 
OCLC Subsystem, 64*3% (18 cases); Telephone and U.S* 
Mail, each with 14*3% (4 cases each); "Other," 7*1% (2 
cases) • 

Note: There were 38 "Missing 
Observations" in this crosstabulation* 

(SEE CHART #18) 
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b.Means Most Often Used for Ordering Photocopies 
Crosstabulated by Type of Library 

When answers concerning the means an individual 

library most often used to order photocopies were 

crosstabulated by Type of Library^ the following was 

seen: 

for Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries: OCLC ILL subsystem, 62«5% (25 cases); U.S. 
Hail, 30% {12 cases); Telephone, 5% (2 cases); On-Line 
Vendor, 2.5% (1 case); 

for Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries: OCLC ILL subsystem, 58«6% (17 cases); U.S. 
Mail, 24.1% (7 cases); Telephone, 13.8% (4 cases); and 
"Other," 3.4% (1 case); 

for Medical Libraries: U.S. Hail, 35.7% 
(5 cases); "Other," 28.6% (4 cases); Telephone, 21.4% 
(3 cases); OCLC ILL subsystem, 14.3% (2 cases); 

for Public Libraries: U.S. Mail, 38.9% 
(14 cases); OCLC ILL subsystem, 30.6% (11 cases); 
Telephone, 22.2% (8 cases); "Other," 8.3% (3 cases); 

for Special Libraries: OCLC ILL 
subsystem, 50% (12 cases); Telephone, 25% (6 cases); 
U.S. Hail, 20.8% (5 cases); "Other," 4.2% (1 case); 

for libraries that were classified in 
the "Other" category: U.S. Mail, 80% (4 cases); OCLC 
ILL subsystem, 20% (1 case) . 

(SEE CHART #19) 
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CRITICISM: Although r overall # libraries tend to 
locate potential supplying libraries through Local or 
Regional Union Lists (and not through OCLC) r these 
libraries actually order their photocopies through the 
OCLC ILL Subsystem. The mailf the traditional means of 
conveying an ILL photocopy request # was not, overall, 
the primary means for these OHIONET libraries. On-line 
vendor ordering of photocopies has not become a primary 
means as yet for almost all of the surveyed libraries. 

When the volume of photocopies ordered by these 
libraries was compared to the means of ordering these 
photocopies, an interesting pattern was seen. Libraries 
that seldom order photocopies (e.g. First Level 
Activity Libraries) still rely most heavily upon the 
U.S. Mail as the means to order photocopies, more so 
than other libraries. 

The more photocopies that are ordered, the greater 
the tendency that these photocopies will be ordered 
through the OCLC ILL Subsystem and not through the U.S. 
Mail. This pattern is seen in the Second through Fourth 
Levels of Activity for receiving ILL photocopies. 

Different types of libraries tended to order their 
photocopies through different means. Both types of 
Academic Libraries and Special Libraries chose most 
often the OCLC ILL Subsystem as the primary means of 
query. Medical Libraries and Public Libraries chose the 




U.S. Mail most often as the primary means of sending 
ILL photocopy requests. 
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8. TYPE OP GEOGRAPHIC SEARCH GENERALLY NEEDED TO PILL 
AN INTERLIBRARY LOAN PHOTOCOPY REQUEST 

Respondents were asked to indicate what type of 

search was most often needed to have their Interlibrary 

Loan photocopy requests filled. 41% (59 cases) said a 

local search was generally all that they needed. 31.3% 

(45 cases) said an "In-state" search was needed. 22.2% 

(32 cases) said a "Regional search." 4.2% (6 cases) 

said a "National search." 1.4% (2 cases) said they "did 

not know." 

(SEE CHART # 20) 

a. Type of Geographic Search Generally Needed to 
Pill an Interlibrary Loan Photocopy Request, 
Crosstabulated by Type of Library 

When the above answers were crosstabulated by Type 

of Library r the following were the results: 

for Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries: In-State, 42.5% (17 cases); Local search, 
37.5% (15 cases); Regional search, 15% (6 cases); 
(with two libraries responding "Do not know"); 

for Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries: In-State, 34.5% (10 cases); Local search, 
34.5% (10 cases); Regional search, 27.6% (8 cases); 
National search, 3.4% (1 case); 

for Medical Libraries: Local search, 
46.2% (6 cases); Regional search, 38.5% (5 cases); 
In-State search, 15.4% (2 cases); 
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for Public Libr^A ij^iT.: Local search, 
51«4% (18 cases); In-State search/ 28«6% (10 cases); 
Regional search, 17.1% (6 cases); National search, 2.9% 
(1 case) ; 

for Special Libraries: Local search, 
33.3% (7 cases); In-State search, 28«6% (6 cases); 
Regional search, 23.8% (5 cases); National search, 
14.3% (3 cases) ; 

for "Other** libraries: Local search, 60% 
(3 cases); Regional and National search, each 20% (1 
case each) • 

(SEE CHART #21) 

b.Type of Search Generally Needed to Fill an 
Interlibrary Loan Photocopy Request, Crosstabulated by 
the Responding Library's Location within Ohio 

When answers regarding the type of search needed 

to fill photocopy requests were crosstabulated with the 

geographic zone within Ohio in which the respondent's 

library lay, the following resulted: 

for libraries in Northeast Ohio: Local 
search, 52.4% (22 cases); In-State search, 28.6% (12 
cases); Regional search, 16«7% (7 cases); National, 
search, 2.4% (1 case); 

for libraries in Northwest Ohio: 
In-State search, 52.4% (11 cases); Regional search, 
28.6% (6 cases); Local search, 19% (4 cases); 
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for libraries in Southwest Ohio: Local 
search^ 44*4% (16 cases); In-State search, 27.8% (10 
cases); Regional search, 25% (9 cases); National 
search, 2.8% (1 case); 

for libraries in Southeast 
Ohio/Columbus, Ohio area: Local search, 37.8% (17 
cases); In-State search, 26.7% (12 cases); Regional 
search, 22.2% (10 cases); National search, 8.9% (4 
cases); with 2 institutions responding "Do not know.'' 

(SEE CHART «22) 
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CRITICISM: Most often OHIONET libraries' photocopy 
requests are filled either locally or In-state. 72.3% 
(or roughly 3 of 4) of the responding libraries said 
that their requests could most often be filled either 
locally or in-state. Another 26.4% (or roughly 1 or 4) 
of the responding libraries said that they had to most 
often do a regional or national search to have their 
photocopy requests filled. Very few requests need to be 
filled most often at the national level, with only 4.2% 
of the libraries indicating this as a necessity most 
often. With such a high rate of photocopies filled 
either in-state or locally^some sort of additional 
state-wide ILL cooperative program might be plausible 
and appreciated. 

Privately-supported Academic Libraries and Public 
Libraries were most apt to have their ILL photocopies 
filled most often on the local or in-state levels 
(every 8 of 10 libraries indicated this). Medical 
Libraries and Special Libraries, possibly because of 
the specialized nature of their organizations, were 
less apt to have their ILL requests filled locally or 
in-state (about every 4 of 10 libraries had to most 
often go outside the state to have ILL photocopy 
requests filled) . 

The location of an OHIONET library within the 
State might indirectly point to whether or not a 
library goes outside the State in having an ILL 
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photocopy request filled. Of the responding libraries 
in the Northeast Ohio area, 81% indicated that their 
ILL photocopies could be filled either locally or 
in-state* This compares to the Southeast ^Ohio / 
ColumbuSf Ohio area libraries: only 64,5% of those 
libraries indicated that their ILL photocopies were 
most often filled by a local or in-*state search. 
Perhaps more specialized libraries were grouped in the 
Columbus area, which libraries might have specialized 
informational needs not found in-state or locally* 

Northwest Ohio Libraries and Southwest Ohio 
Libraries fell in between the 81% and the 64,5% scores 
mentioned above (71.4% and 72,2% respectively). Since 
differences appear in the capability to fill requests 
locally or in-state among geographical groups of 
libraries, perhaps special study needs to be given to 
discern how to best fill local informational needs. 



9* WHICH LIBRARIES SUPPLY THE GREATEST NUMBER OF 
INTERLIBRARY PHOTOCOPIES 

Respondents were asked which type of library 

supplied them with the greatest number of photocopies. 

Publicly-supported Academic Libraries were listed as 

the greatest supplier the most number of times (80 

cases; 54*4% of the total response) ^ followed by 

Medical Libraries (19 cases; 12*9%) r Public Libraries 

(16 caseSf 10*9%) ^ Privately-supported Academic 

Libraries (15 cases^ 10.2%) and last of all Special 

Libraries (9 cases^ 6*1%) . 2 respondents said that they 

did not know which type was the greatest supplier to 

them (1*4%) • 4*1% (6 cases) of the responses indicated 

the "Other" category* 

(SEE CHART #23) 
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a. Which Libraries Supply the Greatest Number of 
Interlibrary Photocopies # Crosstabulated by the 
Respondent's Type of Library 

When the above responses were crosstabulated by 

the Type of Library in which the respondent worked, the 

following was seen: 

Privatelysupported Acadeiaic Libr?»ries 
listed Publicly-supported Academic Libraries as their 
chief supplier of photocopies 61*5% of the time (24 
cases); followed by other Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries (30«8%, 12 cases), and Medical Libraries 
(5«1%, 2 cases). One Privately-supported Academic 
Library (2,6%) gave the "Other" response to this 
question. 

Publicly-supported Academic Libraries 
listed other Publicly-Supported Academic Libraries as 
their chief suppliers of Interlibrary photocopies 85.7% 
of the time (24 cases), followed by Special Libraries 
(7.1%, 2 cases) and Medical Libraries (3.6%, 1 case). 
There was one "Do not know" response (3.6%) • 
Interestingly, no Publicly-supported Academic Library 
listed Privately-supported Academic Libraries or Public 
Libraries as their chief suppliers of Interlibrary 
photocopies. 

Medical Libraries listed other Medical 
Libraries as their chief source of ILL photocopies 100% 
of the time (14 cases). 
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Public Libraries relied evenly upon bcth 
other Public Libraries and Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries for the greatest number of their photocopies 
(each 16 cases # 43.2% each). Privately-supported 
Academic Libraries were listed as the greatest supplier 
5.4% of the time (2 cases). The ''Other'' category was 
the choice of two libraries (5.4%) • Special Libraries 
were given one vote (2«7%)« 

Special Libraries also chose 
Publicly-supported Academic Libraries as their greatest 
photocopy supplier (52.2%, 12 cases). This was followed 
by other Special Libraries (26.1%, 6 cases), the 
"Other category (13%, 3 oases) and Privately-supported 
Academic Libraries (4.3%, 1 case). One respondent 
answered "^Do not know" to the question. 

Of the five libraries which classified 
themselves in the "Other" category, 4 listed 
Publicly-supported Academic Libraries as their greatest 
suppliers, while one said that Medical Libraries 
supplied them the most Interlibrary photocopies. 

(SEE CHART #24) 

CRITICISM: According to this study. 
Publicly-supported l^cademic Libraries bear the brunt of 
supplying ILL photocopy requests to the responding 
OHIONET libraries much more so than all other types of 
libraries. Not only do other Publicly-supported 
Academic Libraries rely extensively upon the ILL 
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photocopy services of these libraries # but also they 
are the chief suppliers for the greater majority of 
Privately-supported Academic Libraries and for Special 
Libraries as vell« Publicly'-supported Academic 
Libraries share with Public Libraries the distinction 
of serving as the chief supplier of ILL photocopies to 
Public Libraries. Medical Libraries supply their own 
ILL photocopy needs most often. 
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PART Bz INTERLIBRARY LOAN ACTIVITY OF THE RESPONDENTS: 
NATURE AND AMOUNT 

1. DESCRIPTION OP OVERALL INTERLIBRARY LOAN 
TRANSACTIONS 

Respondents were asked to give the total number of 
Interlibrary Loan transactions (i.e., all transactions, 
both incoming and outgoing, for photocopies and books) 
for the last year for which they had available 
statistics.* 

For 131 of 152 respondents a total transaction 
figure was available. Transaction totals ranged from 
only 3 transactions per year to 49,700 transactions per 
year. The median figure was 813 transactions per year. 
25% of the total had 242 total transactions or less per 
year (the lowest guartlle) . The upper quartile figure 
was 2195 transactions per year. 
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* Questions 30 through 34 of the survey solicited 
statistical information on transactions. The intent of 
the survey was to ask for "filled" transactions and not 
to include "unfilled" transactions. The figure I 
accepted for "Total Number of Transactions" (Q.30) was 
the summed total of figures entered for Questions 31 
through 34 (e.g.f the summed total of "Number of Books 
Loaned," "Number of Books Borrowed," "Number of 
Photocopy Orders Sent," and "Number of Photocopy Orders 
Received.") 

If any of the figures for Q.31 through Q.34 were 
missing, the value for Q.30 ("Total Number of 
Transactions") became a missing value. If Q.30 ("Total 
Number of Transactions") was completed but any or all 
of Questions 31 to 34 remained incomplete, I accepted 
the response to Question 30 as a valid response. 

When it was indicated by the respondent that figures 
were not for a whole year, I weighted the figures 
accordinqly so that they might approximate a full 
year's figures. 
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a. Description of Overall ILL Activity by Type of 
Library 

Figures for overall ILL statistics (i.e., all ILL 
transactions) were broken down by quartile groups into 
overall Interlibrary Loan "Levels of Activity" 
categories. Levels of Activity ranged from the First 
Level (the fewest transactions) to the Fourth Level 
(the most transactions). 

These overall "Levels of Activity" were 
crosstabulated with the various Types of Libraries 
represented the survey. For overall transactions. 
Medical Libraries (13 cases) had the greatest 
percentage of libraries in the highest level of 
activity , the Fourth LeveJ (61.5%; 8 cases). 30.8% of 
Medical Libraries were also found in the Third Level of 
Activity (4 cases), and one Medical Library (7.7% of 
the Medical Libraries counted) was found in the Second 
Level of Activity. No Medical Libraries reported the 
lowest Level of Activity. 

Publicly-supported Academic Libraries (30 cases) 
reported 30% (9 cases) at the Fourth Level of Activity, 
3.3% (1 case) at the Third Level of Activity, 33.3% (10 
cases) at the Second Level of Activity, and a similar 
percentage (33.3%;10 cases) at the First Level of 
Activity. 

Public Libraries (28 cases) reported 25% of its 
members had total ILL activity at the Fourth (i.e.. 




highest) Level (7 cases). 42*9% (12 cases) of Public 
Libraries were found at the Third Level of Activity, 
with 17.9% (5 cases) at the Second Level. 14.3% (4 
cases) had First Level Activity. 

Privately-supported Academic Libraries (36 cases) 
had the following Activity Levels; 16.7% (6 cases) at 
the Fourth Level; 33.3% (12 cases) at the Third Level; 
25% (9 cases) at the Second Level; and 25% (9 cases) 
also at the lowest Level of Activity # the First Level. 

Special Libraries (21 cases) had one library or 
4.8% of their total at the Fourth Level of Activity. 
19% (4 cases) were at the Third Level of Activity. 
38.1% (8 cases) were found in the Second Level of 
Activity, with a similar percentage, 38.1% (8 cases) 
found at the First or Lowest Level of Interlibrary Loan 
Activity. 

Those libraries classified in the "Other" category 
reported 2 libraries at the lowest Level of Activity 
(100% of the reporting "Other" libraries). 
Note: There were 22 missing observations for this 
crosstabulat ion . 

(SEE CHART #25) 

CRITICISM: For the libraries for which overall ILL 
statistics were available, it appears that the Medical 
Libraries proportionally have more libraries in the 
upper quartile levels of total ILL activity (i.e.. 
Fourth or Third Levels) than any other group (92.3%). 
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This is followed by Public Libraries (67.9%), 
Privatelysupported Academic Libraries (50%), 

i 

Publicly-^supported Academic Libraries (33«3%), and 
I finally by Special Libraries (23.8%). 

\- 2. INTERLIBRARY TRANSACTIONS: BOOKS LOANED AND BORROWED 

Respondents were asked to give figures for numbers 
of books loaned and books borrowed • Figures for books 
loaned on ILL ranged from zero transactions per year (9 
cases) to 19661 transactions per year (1 case). The 
median figure for books loaned was 114«5 with the lower 
quartile figure at 21 and the upper guartile figure at 
578 «5« (126 valid cases; 26 missing cases) 

For books borrowed, figures ranged from zero 
transactions per year (4 cases) to 7736 books per year 
(1 case). The median was 194 books borrowed per year. 
The lower guartile figure was set at 40 books per year 
and the upper guartile figure at 667 books per year. 
(121 valid cases; 31 missing cases) 
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3. INTERLIBRARY TRANSACTIONS: PHOTOCOPY ORDERS SENT 
AND RECEIVED 

Information on Interlibrary Photocopy orders sent 
and received was solicited. 

Figures for ILL photocopy orders sent, ranged from 
zero transactions (2 cases) to 11,332 (1 case), with 
the median at 47 orders sent. The lower guartile figure 
was 12.25 photocopies sent, and the upper guartile 
figure was 232 photocopies sent. (116 valid cases; 36 
missing cases) 

The range of ILL photocopy orders received was 
zero (2 cases) to 12,000. The median figure was 82 
orders received, with' 18 being the lower guartile 
figure and 546.5 being the upper guartile figure. (117 
valid cases; 35 missing cases) 

a. Activity Levels for Photocopy Orders Sent and 
Photocopy Orders Received, Crosstabulated by Type of 
Library 

The Activity Levels of the different Types of 
Libraries surveyed for "Photocopies Sent" and for 
"Photocopies Received" were separately calculated. 

(SEE CHARTS *26 and *27) 

Results from each of these charts were further 
grouped into a "Top Half" Activity Level category 
(composed of the Third and Fourth Activity Levels) and 
a "Bottom Half" Activity Level Category (composed of 
the First and Second Activity Levels). A description of 



49 



this more general Activity Level for Photocopy Orders 
Sent and for Photocopy Orders Received for the 
different Type of Libraries follows: 

for Privately-supported Academic 

Libraries: 

46.6% (14 cases) were in the top half (Third or 
Fourth Activity Level) for the sending of photocopies; 
62.5% (20 cases) were in the top half for receiving 
photocopies. 53.3% (16 cases) were in the bottom half 
for the sending of photocopies; 37.6% (12 cases) were 
in the bottom half for the receiving of photocopies. 
(30 valid cases: Photocopy Orders Sent; 32 valid cases: 
Photocopy Orders Received); 

for Publicly-supported Academic 

Libraries: 

62.1% (18 cases) were in the top half (Third or 
Fourth Activity Level) for the sending of photocopies; 
53.5% (15 cases) were in the top half for receiving 
photocopies. 37.9% (11 cases) were in the bottom half 
for the sending of photocopies; 46.4% (13 cases) were 
in the bottom half for the receiving of photocopies. 
(29 valid cases: Photocopy Orders Sent; 28 valid cases: 
Photocopy Orders Received); 

for Medical Libraries: 
100% (10 cases) were in the top half (Third or 
Fourth Activity Level) for the sending of photocopies; 
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100% (9 cases) were in the top half for receiving 
photocopies. There were no Medical Libraries in the 
bottom half for the sending of photocopiesr and no 
Medical Libraries in the bottom half for the receiving 
of photocopies; 

for Public Libraries: 
28% (7 cases) were in the top half (Third or 
Fourth Activity Level) for the sending of photocopies; 
17.8% (5 cases) were in the top half for receiving 
photocopies. 72% (18 cases) were in the bottom half for 
the sending of photocopies; 82.2% (23 cases) were in 
the bottom half for the receiving of photocopies. (25 
valid cases: Photocopy Orders Sent; 28 valid cases: 
Photocopy Orders Received) ; 

for Special Libraries: 

42.8% (9 cases) were in the top half (Third or 
Fourth Activity Level) for the sending of photocopies; 
47.4% (9 cases) were in the top half for the receiving 
of photocopies. 57.1% (12 cases) were in the bottom 
half for the sending of photocopies; 52.6% (10 cases) 
were in the bottom half for the receiving of 
photocopies. (21 valid cases: Photocopy Orders Sent; 19 
Valid Cases: Photocopy Orders Received); 

for "Other" Libraries: 

For the Sending of photocopies r only one case 
appeared. It was in the bottom half Level of Activity. 
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For the Receiving of Photocopy orders , again only one 
case appeared. It also was in the bottom half Activity 
Level • 

CRITICISM: The purpose for grouping Types of 
Libraries into "Top Half" and "Bottom Half" Levels of 
Activity for ILL Photocopies Sent and Received was to 
discern where a Type of Library stood overall as far as 
incoming and outgoing ILL activity when compared to all 
the libraries for which statistics were available. 

Privately-supported Academic Libraries, as a 
groupr have a far greater percentage of libraries found 
in the "Top Half" (i.e. higher volume) Activity Level 
for Receiving Photocopies than for Sending Photocopies 
(62.5% to 46.6%). 

Publicly-supported Academic Libraries showed an 
opposite tendency than their Privately-supported 
counterparts. A larger percentage of libraries appeared 
as "Top Half" (higher volume) senders than receivers of 
ILL photocopies (62.1% to 53.5%). 

All Medical Libraries showed "Top Half" (higher 
volume) rankings in both directions. 

Public Libraries showed most of their institutions 
in the "Bottom Half" (lower volume) ranking for both 
the sending and the receiving of ILL Photocopies. 

Special Libraries tended as a group to have a few 
more than half of their institutions in the "Bottom 
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Half" (lower volume) ranking for both the sending and 
I the receiving of ILL Photocopies • 

i 

\ 4. RESPONDENTS SELF-PERCEPTION COMCERNING THEIR OWN 

^ LIBRARIES' PROPORTION OF "PHOTOCOPIES SENT" TO 

; "PHOTOCOPIES RECEIVED" 

Each respondent was asked to select one answer 
which best described his library's proportion of 
photocopies sent to photocopies received. 

Of the I4S valid cases (4 cases were missing) # 
; 17.6% (26 ccisesj) said that they sent out "many more" 

photocopies th<xn they received. 10.8% (16 cases) said 
that they sent "more" photocopies than they received. 
18.9% (28 case?) said that they "sent about as many" 
photocopies as they received. Another 18.9% (28 cases) 
said that they sent "fewer" photocopies than they 
received. 33.8% (50 cases) said that they sent out "far 
fewer" photocopies than they received. 

(SEE CHART #28) 
CRITICISM: A little more than half of the 
respondents (52.7%) indicated that they sent out 
"fewer" or "far fewer" photocopies than they received. 
Only about one in five (18.9%) of the libraries 
indicated some balance between "photocopies se " and 
"photocopies received." About 3 in 10 libraries (28.4%) 
said that they were net suppliers of ILL Photocopies. 




PART C: THE ELEMEHT OF COST IN THE ORDERING AND 
SUPPLYING OP INTERLIBRARY PHOTOCOPIES 

SECTION ONE: COST IN THE ORDERING OF 
INTERLIBRARY PHOTOCOPIES 

1. DO MOST LIBRARIES REGULARLY ORDER INTERLIBRARY 
PHOTOCOPIES? 

Libraries were asked whether they regularly 

ordered photocopies from other libraries (Q.15). All 

152 respondents answered the question. 

131 (86.2%) said "Yes." 21 (13.8%) said "No." 

(SEE CHART «29) 

a. Whether Interlibrary Photocopies are Regularly 
Ordered or Not, Crosstabulated with Respondent's Type 
of Library 

When the above answers were crosstabulated by the 
respondent's Type of Library » the following resulted: 

Privately-supported Academic Libraries said "Yes" 
92.5% of the time (37 cases), while 7.5% said "No" (3 
cases) . 

Publicly-supported Academic Libraries said "Yes" 
86.7% of the time (26 cases), while 13.3% said "No" (4 
cases) . 

All 14 Medical Libraries responded "Yes" (100%). 

Public Libraries said "Yes" 78.4% of the time (29 
cases), while '21.6% (8 cases) said "No." 

Special Libraries said "Yes" 84% of the time (21 
cases), whiis^6% (4 cases) said "No." 

"Other" libraries said 3 "Yes" (60%) and 2 "No" 
(40%). 

(SEE CHART #30) 
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2. WHICH CRITERION IN ORDERING INTERLIBRARY PHOTOCOPIES 
IS MOST IMPORTANT TO THE REQUESTING LIBRARY: 
CONVENIENCE^ COSTr OR SPEED? 

Libraries wtre asked to choose between 
"convenience "costf" or "speed* as the most important 
criterion used to select potential supplying libraries 
for interlibrary photocopies (Q.17). 

142 of 152 respondents answered this question. 43% 
(61 cases) chose "cost" as t^he primary criterion^ 
followed by "speed" (33«8%; 48 cases) and "convenience" 
(23.2%; 33 cases). 

(SEE CHART #31) 

a. Most Important Criterion in Ordering 
Interlibrary Photocopies # Crosstabulated by Type of 
Library 

When response to choice of most important 
criterion was crosstabulated by respondent's Type of 
Library^ the following was seen: 

Privately-supported Academic Libraries 
most often chose "cost" as the primary criterion (65%; 
26 cases) r followed by "sp^ed" (lo%; 10 cases) and 
"convenience" (10%; 4 cases)* 

Publicly-supported Academic Libraries 
most often chose "cost" and "speed" equally as the 
primary criterion (34*6% each; 9 cases each) ^ followed 
by "convenience" (30.8%; 8 cases). 

Medical Libraries chose "speed" as the 
primary criterion most often (46.2%; 6 cases) ^ followed 



55 

66 



by "cost" (30*8%; 4 cases) and "convenience" (23.1%; 3 
cases) • 

Public Libraries chose "cost" most often 
as the primary criterion (48.6%; 17 cases), followed by 
"convenience" (31.4%; il cases) and "speed" (20%; 7 
cases) • 

Special Libraries chose "speed" most 
often as the primary criterion (60.9%; 14 cases), 
followed by "convenience" (21.7%; 5 cases) and "cost" 
(17.4%; 4 cases) • 

"Other" libraries chose "speed" most 
often ad the primary criterion (50%; 2 cases), followed 
by "convenience" and "speed" (25% each, 1 case each). 

(SEE CHART #32) 



b.Most Important Criterion in Ordering 
Interlibrary Photocopies^ Crosstabulated by Responding 
Library's Activity Level for Photocopies Received 

When responses to the choice of most important 

criterion were crosstabulated by the Activity Level of 

the responding Library for Photocopy Orders Received 

(First Level Activity= the fewest photocopy orders 

received; Fourth Level Activity^ the most photocopy 

orders received) the following was seen: 

for First Level Activity Libraries # 

••cost" was chosen most often (45*8%; 11 cases), 

followed by "convenience** (29*2%; 7 cases) and "speed" 

(25%; 6 cases) ; 

for Second Level Activity Libraries, 
"cost" and "speed" were chosen the greatest number of 
times (37.9% each; 11 cases each), followed by 
"convenience" (24*1%; 7 cases); 

for Third Level Activity Libraries, 
"speed" was chosen most often (44*8%; 13 cases), 
followed closely by "cost" (41.4%;12 cases) and 
"convenience" (13*8%; 4 cases); 

for Fourth Level Activity Libraries, 
"speed" was chosen most often (44«4%; 12 cases), 
followed by "cost" (37%; 10 cases) and "convenience" 
(18*5%; 5 cases) • 

(SEE CHART #33) 




CRITICISM: "Costr" although chosen by the largest 
percentage of libraries as the most important criterion 
in ordering ILL photocopies (43%) r was still the 
response of less than half of the libraries answering 
this question. Togetherr the alternate factors of 
"speed" and "convenience" accounted for 57% of the 
total response. 

The •'Cost" consideration is most important to the 
greatest percentage of Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries, to Public Librariesr andr along with the 
element of "Speed r" to Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries. 

"Speed" is the most important criterion to the 
greatest percentage of Medical Libraries r to Special 
Libraries r and r as noted above r to Publicly-supported 
Academic Libraries. 

"Convenience" was not the primary criterion for 
the greatest number of any type of library. It was the 
second largest response for Public Libraries (31.4%) 
and Special Libraries (21.7%) , howeverr and did 
receive a close third response from Publicly-supported 
Academic Libraries (30.8%). 

The element of "Cost" appears to be more important 
to the majority of lioraries that receive the least 
amount of ILL photocopies. 

"Speed" becomes more and more the primary 
consideration for the greatest percentage of libraries 
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as the volume of "Photocopies Received" increases* 
However r "Cost** still remains as a primary criterion 
for many higher volume libraries. 
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3* AWARENESS OP INTERLIBRARY LOAN PERSONNEL CONCERNING 
THE PHOTOCOPY CHARGES OP OTHER LIBRARIES 

Respondents were asked how often they had a good 

idea about how much a photocopy requested from another 

library would cost at the time of their ordering it 

(Q.21). 

9.3% of the respondents (14 cases) reported that 
they knew the cost of their photocopy request "all of 
the time"* at the time of ordering. 48«6% (72 cases) 
knew it "most of the time." 18«9% (28 cases) knew it 
"some of the time," and 14*9% (22 cases) knew it 
"infrequently." 8.1% (12 cases) did not know at all 
about the cost of their photocopy requests at the time 
of ordering. 

(SEE CHART #34) 

a. Level of Awareness # Crosstabulated by Type of 
Library 

When the above responses were crosstabulated by 
the Type of Library of the respondent , the following 
occurred: 

50% of Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries reported that they knew the cost of their 
photocopy orders "most of the time" (20 cases). The 
remaining 50% answered either "some of the time^" 
"inf requently^" or "not at all" (20 total cases); 

72*4% of Publicly-^supported Academic 
Libraries reported that they knew the cost of their 
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photocopy orders either •all of the time" or "most of 
the time** (21 cases total). The remaining 27«5% of the 
respondents answered "some of the time^" 
"infrequentlyr" or "not at all" (8 total cases); 

All 14 Medical Libraries (100%) reported 
that they knew the cost of their photocopy orders 
either "all of the time" or "most of the time." 

52«8% of the Public Libraries said that 
they knew the cost of their photocopy orders either 
"all of the time" or "most of the time" (19 cases 
total). 47.2% (17 cases total) answered "some of the 
timer" •'inf requentlyr " or "not at all." 

39.1% of the Special Libraries said that 
they knew the cost of their photocopies either "all of 
the time" or "most of the time" (9 cases total) • 60.8% 
(14 cases total) answered "some of the time^" 
"infrequently^" or "not at all." 

Two "Other" libraries responded that 
they knew the cost of their photocopy requests "all of 
the time" (40%) , while the rest reported that they knew 
the cost of their requests "some of the time" or 
"infrequently" (3 total cases^ 60%). 

(SEE CHART #35) 
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b# Level of Awareness Crosstabulated by the 
Activity Level of the Responding Library for Photocopy 
Orders Received 

Answers to Question 21 were crosstabulated by the 

Activity Level of the responding libraries for 

photocopy orders received (First Level Activity^ the 

fewest photocopy orders received; Fourth Level 

Activity^ the greatest number of photocopy orders 

received) • 

For First Level Activity libraries: 50% said 
either "all of the time" or "most of the time" (13 
total cases); 50% said either "some of the time/" 
"infrequently/" or "not at all" (13 total cases). 

For Second Level Activity libraries: 36.6% said 
either "all of the time" or "most of the time" (11 
total cases); 63*3% said either "some of the time/" 
"infrequently/" or "not at all" (19 total cases). 

For Third Level Activity libraries: 50% said 
either 'all of the time" or "most of the time" (14 
total cases); 50% said either "some of the time/" 
"infrequently/" or "not at all" (14 total cases). 

For Fourth Level Activity libraries: 93.1% said 
either "all of the time" or "most of the time" (27 
total cases); 6.9% (2 cases) responded "infrequently." 

(SEE CHART *36) 



CRITICISM: Overall^ about 6 of 10 (58.1%) of the 
responding libraries said that they generally knew the 
photocopy charges of potential supplying libraries ••all 
of the time" or "most of the time.** 

The Medical Libraries surveyed had the most 
comprehension of such policies. The Special Libraries 
as a groupf had the least awareness. 
Privately-supported Academic Libraries and Public 
Libraries were split about evenly between those knowing 
policies "all of the time" or "most of the time" and 
those knowing policies "some of the time," 
"infrequently," or "not at all." About 3 of 4 (72.4%) 
Publicly-supported Academic Libraries had good 
comprehension of such policies. 

Those libraries receiving the greatest number of 
ILL photocopies (i.e. Fourth Level Activity Libraries) 
knew other libraries' ILL photocopy charges an 
exceptionally high number of times. Libraries doing 
less volume (i.e. First Level to Third Level Activity 
Libraries) showed much less awareness generally. 
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4.PH0T0C0PY CHARGES: ARE INTERLIBRARY PHOTOCOPY 
CHARGES OP THE SUPPLYING LIBRARY PASSED ON TO THE 
PATRON OR NOT? 

Question 23 asked respondents whether they 
generally passed on to their patrons the **£ull cost of 
photocopies ordered for them {i*e., the charges of the 
supplying libraries) 

56.9% (82 cases) said "'Yes,'* they did pass on the. 
full cost of the photocopies to their patrons. 43.1% 
(62 cases) said "No," they did not. (One respondent 
said the question wasn't applicable. This response was 
counted among the 8 "Hissing" cases. 

(SEE CHART #37) 
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a. Whether Photocopy Charyes of Supplying 
Libraries are Passed on to Patrons or Not, 
Crosstabulated by Type of Library 

When the above "Yes" and "No" responses were 

crosstabulated with the respondent's Type of Library 

(Q.l)r the following resulted: 

for Privately-supported Academic 

Libraries: 61.5% "Yes" (24 cases); 38.5% "No" (15 

cases; 

for Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries: 58.6% "Yes" (17 cases); 41.4% "No" (12 
cases) ; 

for Medical Libraries: 14.3% "Yes" (2 
cases); 85.7% "No" (12 cases); 

for Public Libraries: 80% "Yes" (28 
cases); 20% "No" (7 cases); 

for Special Libraries: 38.1% "Yes" (8 
cases); 61.9% "No" (13 cases); 

and for "Other" libraries: 60% "Yes" (3 
cases); 40% "No" (2 cases). 

(SEE CHART #38) 
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b. Whether Photocopy Charges of Supplying Libraries 
are Passed on to Patrons or Not, Crosstabulated by the 
Activity Level for Photocopy Orders Received 

Last of allr "Yes** and '•No'* answers to Question 

23 were crosstabulated by the Activity Level for 

Photocopy Orders Received for the responding libraries 

(First Level Activity: the fewest number of photocopy 

orders received; Fourth Level Activity: the greatest 

number of photocopy orders received): 

for First-Level Activity libraries: 91.3% 
"Yes" (21 cases) and 8.7% "No" (2 cases); 

for Second-Level Activity libraries: 
73.3% "Yes" (22 cases) and 26.7% "No" (8 cases); 

for Third-Level Activity libraries: 37.9% 
"Yes" (11 cases) and 62.1% "No" (18 cases); 

for Fourth-Level Activity libraries: 
32.1% "Yes" (9 cases) and 67.9% "No" (19 cases^) . 

(SEE CHART #39) 
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CRITICISM: Public Libraries, followed distantly by 
Privately-supported Academic Libraries and 
Publicly-supported Academic Libraries, were the most 
apt to pass on the "full cost of the photocopies" to 
their patrons. Medical Libraries generally did not« 
About 6 of 10 Special Libraries did not pass on the 
"full cost" to their patrons* 

The heavier a library's incoming ILL photocopy 
volume, the less chance there was that that library 
would pass on to its patrons "the full cost of 
photocopies*" 
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5. HOW CONCERNED ARE INTERLIBRARY LOAN PERSONNEL 
CONCERNING INTERLIBRARY PHOTOCOPY COSTS? 

Respondents were asked to •'indicate the degree to 

which the average cost of photocopies'* they received 

from other places was '•of general concern" to them 

(Q.22). 

148 of 152 possible responses were received. (Of 
the 4 "Missing" cases r 3 respondents failed to answer 
the question. One respondent indicated the question was 
"not applicable.") 

8.1% (12 cases) indicated they were "extremely 
concerned." 25% (37 cases) said "very concerned." 44.6% 
(66 cases) said "concerned." 13.5% (20 cases) said •'a 
little concerned." 8.8% (13 cases) said they were "not 
at all concerned." 

(SEE CHART «40) 

a. Degree of Concernr Crosstabulated by 
Respondent's Type of Library 

The above responses were crosstabulated by the 
respondent's Type of Library. 

For Privately-supported Academic Libraries: 42.5% 
were either "extremely concerned" or "very concerned" 
(17 total cases). 40% were "concerned" (16 cases). 
17.5% were either "a little concerned" or "not at all 
concerned" (7 total cases). 

For Publicly-supported Academic Libraries: 41.3% 
were either "extremely concerned" or "very concerned" 



(12 total cases). 48.3% were "concerned" (14 cases). 
10.3% (3 cases) were "a little concerned." 

For Medical Libraries: 42.9% (6 cases) were "very 
concerned." 50% (7 cases) were "concerned." One Medical 
Library staff member (7.1%) indicated that he was "a 
little concerned." 

For Public Libraries: 27.8% were either "extremely 
concerned" or "very concerned" (10 total cases). 41.7% 
(15 cases) were "concerned." 30.6% were either "a 
little concerned" or "not at all concerned" (11 total 
cases) . 

For Special Libraries: 13% were "very concerned" 
(3 cases). 43c5% (10 cases) were "concerned." 43.5% 
were either "a little concerned" or "not at all 
concerned" (10 total cases). 

For "Other" libraries: 20% (1 case) was "extremely 
concerned." 60% (3 cases) were "concerned." 20% (1 
case) was "a little concerned." 

(SEE CHART #41) 
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Degree of Concern^ Crosstabulated by the 
Responding Library's Activity Level for Photocopy 
Orders Received 

Answers to Question 22 were also crosstabulated 

with tne Level of Activity for Photocopy Orders 

Received of the responding libraries (First Level 

Activity^ the fewest number of photocopy orders 

received; Fourth Level Activity^ the greatest number of 

photocopy orders received). 

For First-Level Activity libraries: 38.4% answered 
either "extremely concerned" or "very concerned" (10 
total cases). 30.8% (8 cases) answered "concerned." 
30.8% answered either "a little concerned" or "not at 
all concerned" (8 total cases). 

For Second-Level Activity libraries: 24.1% answered 
either "extremely concerned" or "very concerned" (7 
total cases). 51.7% (15 cases) answered "concerned." 
24.1% answered either "a little concerned" or "not at 
all concerned" (7 total cases). 

For Third-Level Activity libraries: 34.5% answered 
either "extremely concerned" or "very concerned" (10 
total cases). 44.8% (13 ca^es) answered "concerned." 
20.6% answered either "a little concerned" or "not at 
all concerned" (6 total cases). 

For Fourth-Level Activity libraries: 31% answered 
either "extremely concerned" or "very concerned" (9 
total cases). 51.7% (15 cases) answered "concerned." 
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17.2% answered either "a little concerned" or "not at 
all concerned" (5 total cases). 

(SEE CHART #42) 

c. Degree of Concern ^ Cross tabulated with Answers 
to Whether the Responding Library Passes on the Full 
Cost of Interlibrary Photocopy Charges to its Patrons 
or Not 

Last of allr answers to Question 22 were 
crosstabulated with the answers given for Question 13 
("In general^ do you pass on to your patrons the full 
cost of photocopies order^^d for them (i.e.^ the charges 
of the supplying libraries)?"). 

For those libraries that indicated that they did 
pass on to their patrons the full cost of photocopies 
ordered for them: 40.7% answered either "extremely 
concerned" or "very concerned" (33 total cases). 40.7% 
(33 cases) answered "concerned." 18.5% answered either 
"a little concerned" or "not at all concerned" (15 
total cases) . 

For those libraries that indicated that they did 
not pass on to their patrons the full cost of 
photocopies ordered for them: 25.8% answered either 
"extremely concerned" or "very concerned" (16 total 
cases). 48.4% (30 cases) answered "concerned. 25.8% 
answered either "a little concerned'' or "not at all 
concerned" (16 total cases). 

(SEE CHART #43) 
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CRITICISM: Privately-supported Academic Libraries, 
Publicly-supported Academic Libraries, and Medical 
Libraries showed about the same overall degree of 
concern about ILL photocopy costs. These libraries 
generally wer^ concerned about costs* Public Libraries 
showed lesser concern: 30.6% indicated they v/ere only 
"a little concerned'^ or "not at all concerned." Special 
Libraries seemingly are least concerned about ILL 
photocopy costs: 43.5% said they were only "a little 
concerned" or "not at all concerned." 

The higher the volume of photocopy orders 
received, the greater the tendency for concern 
regarding ILL photocopy costs by the requesting 
library. 

Those libraries that did not pass on to their 
patrons the full cost of photocopies ordered for them 
tended to be less concerned as a group than thoss 
libraries that did pass on such costs. 
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SECTION TV70: COST IN THE SUPPLYING OF 
INTERLIBRARY PHOTOCOPIES 

l.DO MOST LIBRARIES REGULARLY SUPPLY INTERLIBRARY 
PHOTOCOPIES? 

Libraries were asked whether they "regularly 
supplied* photocopies to other institutions (Q.24). 151 
of 152 respondents answered the question. 

85.4% (129 cases) said "Yes," they did regularly 
supply photocopies, while 14.6% (22 cases) said "No," 
they did not. 

(SEE CHART #44) 

a. Whether Interlibrary Photocopies are Regularly 
Supplied or Not, Crosstabulated by Respondent's Type of 
Library 

When the above "Yes" and "No" responses were 
crosstabulated by the respondent's Type of Library 
(Q.l), the following resulted: 

for Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries: 92.5% said "Yes" (37 cases); 7.5% said "No" 
(3 cases) ; 

for Publicly-supported Academic 
Librairies: 93-3% said "Yes" (28 cases); 6-7% said "No" 
(2 cases) ; 

for Medical Libraries: all 14 cases caid 

"Yes" (100%) ; 

for Public Libraries: 72.2% said "Yes" 
(26 cases); 27.8% said "No" (10 cases); 
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for Special Libraries: 80% said "Yes* 
(20 cases); 20% said **No* {5 cases); 

for "Other" libraries: 60% said "Yes" (3 
cases); 40% said "No" (2 cases) # 

(SEE CHART #45) 

CRITICISM: Medical Libraries and Academic Libraries 
(both Public and Private) tend to be involved in 
supplying ILL photocopies on a regular basis more so 
than Special Libraries and much more so than Public 
Libraries. The majority of all types of libraries, 
however r do regularly supply ILL photocopy requests. 



2. RANGE OP INTERLIBRARY PHOTOCOPY CHARGES 

Respondents were asked to indicate their regular 
charge for a ten-exposure photocopy to be shipped to 
another library. This was to be the total charge and 
would include any handling or postage costs if they so 
charged for such. Respondents were told to assume that 
there was no prior agreement between themselves and the 
requesting library for free or reduced rate photocopies 
(Q.26). 

Of the 152 possible responses r 140 were valid 
responses (12 were "Missing*'.) 39 of the 140 valid 
responses (27.9%) indicated that they always gave out 
free photocopies. Of those that did charge # the costs 
ranged from $1.00 to $15.00 for a ten-exposure request. 
The most frequent charge was $1.00 (22 cases) r followed 
by $2.00 and $3.00 (each with 10 cases) , $2.50 (9 
cases) f $1.50 and $4.00 (each with 8 cases). The two 
institutions charging $15.00 were both Special 
Libraries that probably viewed interlibrary photocopy 
service as a segment of their bui^iness. 

The ^-Ver^ge charge was $2s09c When the 
institutions that did not charge and the two 
institutions that charged $15.00 were excluded from the 
calculation^ the average price for a ten-exposure 
request rose to $2.65. 

The median charge was $1.50. The figure for the 
upper quartile was $3.00^ at the lower quartile "no 




charge." The mode was ''nc charge*" 30% of the 
responding institutions charged $3 .00 or mote for a 
ten-exposure photocopy request. 

(SEE CHART #46) 

a» Interlibrary Photocopy Charges, Crosstabulated 
with the Activity Level for Sending Photocopies 

Stated charges for a ten-exposure photocopy 
request were crosstabulated by the Activity Level for 
the Sending of Photocopy Orders of the institutions 
(First Level Activity: up to 12 photocopy orders sent 
per year; Second Level Activity: from 13 to 47 
photocopy orders sent per year; Third Level Activity: 
from 48 to 232 photocopy orders sent per year; Fourth 
Level Activity: from 233 to 11332 photocopy orders sent 
per year). 108 of 152 cases could be included in this 
analysis. 44 cases were "Hissing." 

For First Level Activity libraries: 8 of 26 had 
"no charge" for their photocopy orders (30.8%) • For the 
remaining 18 cases, 16 of 18 charged $1.50 or less 
(&8.5% of the remaining total). The average charge for 
those remaining 18 cases was ?1.45. 

For Second Level Activity libraries: 8 of 27 had 
"no charge" for their photocopy orders (29.6%) • For the 
remaining 19 cases, 8 of 19 charged $1.50 or less 
(42.1% of the remaining total). The average charge for 
those remaining 19 cases was $2.70. (This analysis is 
skewed by one $15.00 charge among these Second Level 




Activity libraries. If the $15.00 case is not included 
in the calculation, the average charge would drop to 
$2.02 for the 18 remaining cases «) 

For Third Level Activity libraries: 9 of 27 had 
"no charge" for their photocopy orders (33.3%). For the 
remaining 18 cases, 5 of 18 charged $1.50 or less 
(27.7% of the remaining total). The average charge for 
those remaining : * cases was $2.37. 

For Fourth Level Activity libraries: 4 of 28 had 
"no charge" for their photocopies (14.2%). For the 
remaining 24 cases no libraries charged $1.50 or less. 
The average charge for those remaining 24 cases was 
$4.25. 

CRITICISM: The percent of libraries that gave out 
"no charge" photocopies varied from 30.8% to 33.3% for 
the first three Activity Levels. In the Fourth Level, 
this percent dropped to 14.2%o Apparently, high volume 
libraries cannot afford the luxury of giving out no 
charge" photocopies. 

For libraries that did charge, ths percentage of 
libraries that charged less than the $1.50 average 
steadily fell (from 88.6% to 14.2%) as the Activity 
Level for Sending Photocopies became higher. The 
average costs for those libraries that did charge rose 
from $1.45 for First Level Activity libraries to $4.25 
for Fourth Level Activity Libraries. 
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3. HOW FREQUENTLY DO SUPPLYING LIBRARIES REVIEW THEIR 
PHOTOCOPY FEE STRUCTURES? 

Respondents were asked how often the interlibrary 
photocopy fee structure was revised at their 
institutions (Q«29). 

56 .6% of the respondents answering this question 
indicated that their fee structure was revised "less 
than once a year** (82 cases). The next largest group 
(41 cases, 28.3% of the total) indicated that the 
question did not apply to them since they send their 
photocopies free of charge. 10.3% of the group said 
they didn't know how often it was revised (15 cases). 
Only in 6 cases (4.1%) was it found that a yearly 
revision took place. In only one instance (•?%) was a 
"more than once a year" response given. 

(SEE CHART #47) 

4. HAVE SUPPLYING LIBRARIES fcVER CONDUCTED AN IN-HOUSE 
PHOTOCOPY COST STUDY? 

Institutions were asked whether their Interlibrary 
EiOan Service "ever performed an in-house study to 
determine how much it cost" them on average to provide 
other libraries with photocopies. 

147 of a possible 152 libraries answered this 
question. 97.1% said "Nor" they had r.ever performed 
such a study (128 cases). 12.9% said "Yes^" they had 
done such a study (19 cases). 

(SEE CHART #48) 
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a.Whether an In-^house Cost Study had been 
Performed or Not, Crosstabulated by Respondent's Type 
of Library 

When the above "Yes" and "No" answers were 
crosstabulated by the respondent's Type of Library 
(Q*l) , the following was seen: 

for Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries: 92*3% said "No" (36 cases), 7.7% saiO "Yes" 
(3 cases) ; 

for Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries: 90% said "No" (27 cases), 10% said "Yes" (3 
cases) ; 

for Medical Libraries: 64.3% said "No" 
(9 cases), 35*7% said "Yes" (5 cases); 

for Public Libraries: 94.3% said "No" 
(33 cases), 5.7% said "Yes" (2 cases); 

for Special Libraries: 78.3% said "No" 
(18 cases), 21.7% said "Yes" (5 cases); 

for "Other" libraries: all indicated 
"No" (100%, 5 cases). 

(SEE CHART t49) 

CRITICISM: Most libraries have never done an 
in-house study to determine ILL photocopy supplying 
costs. About 1 of 3 Medical Libraries have done so, and 
about 1 of 5 Special Libraries. 



5.H0W DO SUPPLYING LIBRARIES COMPARE THEIR INTERLIBRARY 
PHOTOCOPY PEE STRUCTURE TO THOSE OF OTHER LIBRARIES? 

Respondents were asked to compare their own 
interlibrary photocopy fee structure to the fee 
structures of ••other libraries in general** (Q.27). 

33.1% (48 cases) indicated their fees were ••less 
expensive^^ than others. 24*1% (35 caries) said that 
their fees were ••about the same as others* •• 22*8% (33 
cases) said that the question didn't apply to them 
since they sent their photocopies free of charge. 13.1% 
(19 cases) said their photocopies were ••far less 
expensive^^ than others* 5*5% (8 cases) said they "did 
not know^^ how their library stood in this regard* Only 
1*4% (2 cases) indicated their charges were ••more 
expensive •• than others* No respondent felt their 
charges were ••much more expensive than average* •• 

(SEE CHART #50) 



6 •HOW INVOLVED WERE THE INDIVIDUAL RESPONDENTS IN THE 
SETTING OF THE ILL PEE STRUCTURE AT THEIR LIBRARIES? 

Respondents were asked to indicate the degree to 
which they were personally involved in the setting of 
their library's inter? ibrary photocopy fee structure 
(Q.45}. 142 of 152 respondents answered this question. 

43*7% (62 cases) said that they were "heavily 
involved" or had "major influence" in setting fees. 
22.5% (32 cases) said that they were "involved" or "had 
influence." 21.8% (31 cases) said that they had "much 
involvement" or had "much influence." Only a total of 
11.9% of the respondents (17 total cases) said that 
they had only "some involvement " or "a little 
influence f" "no involvement or influence f" or said 
that the question did not apply. 

(SEE CHART #51) 
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Part D: RESPONSES TO PROPOSED INTERLIBRARY LOAN 
PHOTOCOPY COST CONTAINMENT PROGRAMS FOR OHIONET 
LIBRARIES 

Respondents were asked to answer "Yesr" "Nor" or 
"Maybe" to indicate whether their library might be 
interested in participating in any of various proposed 
programs involving OHIONET libraries. The voluntary 
nature of any participation was stressed r but an 
assumption was made that interested libraries would 
begin to enter their periodical titles into the OCLC 
system if they were not doing so already. The 
possibility of direct or indirect participation by the 
OHIONET office itself in these programs was left open. 

1. PROGRAM NUMBER ONE: FREE PHOTOCOPIES WOULD BE 
EXCHANGED BETWEEN OHIONET LIBRARIES OP THE SAME TYPE 
(e.g.r Publicly'-supported Academic Libraries would 
exchange free interiibrary photocopies with other 
Pub? icly-supported Academic Libraries) 

142 of 152 libraries answered this question. Of 

the 142 responses^ 46.5% <66 cases) said "Yes," 25.4% 

(36 cases) said "^Nor"^ and 28.2% (40 cases) said 

"Maybe." 

(SEE CHART #52) 



a. Response Crosstabulated by Type of Library 
When the above responses were crosstabulated by 

"Type of Library" of the respondent, the following 

resulted: 

Privately-supported Academic Libraries 

supported the "Same Type Library Free Photocopy 

Exchange" idea by a clear majority: 60.5% "Yes" (23 
cases)) 15.8% "No" (6 cases); 23.7% "Maybe" (9 cases); 

Publicly-supported Academic Libraries 
also seemed to like the idea: 60% "Yes" (18 cases); 
6.7% "No" (2 cases); and 33.3% "Maybe" (10 cases); 

for Medical Libraries: 42.9% "Yes" (6 
cases); 42.9% "No" (6 cases); 14.3% "Maybe" (2 cases); 

for Public Libraries: 34.4% "Yes" (11 
cases); 37.5% "No" (12 cases); 28.1% "Maybe" (9 cases); 

for Special Libraries: 31.8% "Yes" (7 
cases); 27.3% "No" (6 cases); 40.9% "Maybe" (9 cases); 

for "Other" libraries: 80% "No" (4 
cases) and 20% "Maybe" (1 case). 

(SEE CHART #53) 



b. Response Crosstabulated by the Total 
Interlibrary Loan Activity Level of the Responding 
Library 

When "Yesr" "Nor'' and "Maybe" responses to the 
"Same Type Library: Free Photocopies" program were 
crosstabulated by the Total Transaction Activity Level 
(for all Interlibrary Loan transactions: books and 
photocopies, incoming and outgoing) the following 
resulted: 

(Note: First-Level Activity: the fewest number of ILL 
transactions performed; Fourth-Level Activity: the 
greatest number of ILL transactions performed) 

for First Level Activity Libraries: 
32.3% "Yes" (10 cases); 25.8% "No" (8 cases); 41.9% 
"Maybe" (13 cases); 

for Second Level Activity Libraries: 
58.1% "Yes" (18 cases); 16.1% "No" (5 cases); 25.8% 
"Maybe" (8 cases) ; 

for Third Level Activity Libraries: 60% 
"Yes" (18 cases); 23.3% "No" (7 cases); 16.7% "Maybe" 
(5 cases) ; 

for Fourth Level Activity Libraries: 50% 
"Yes" (16 cases); 21.9% "No" (7 cases); 28.1% "Maybe" 
(9 cases) . 

(SEE CHART #54) 




c. Response Crosstabulated by the Respondent's 
Perception of own Library's Proportion of •'Photocopies 
Senf to •'Photocopies Received" 

"Yesr" "NOr" and "Maybe" responses to the "^Same 

Type Library: Free Photocopies" program were 

crosstabulated by respondents' answers to Question 25 

which asked for the proportion of "Photocopies Sent" to 

"Photocopies Received" at their libraries: 

for libraries answering "Send out many 
more photocopies than it receives": 30«8% "Yes" (8 
cases)} 38.5% "No" (10 cases); 30.8% "Maybe" (8 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out more 
photopies than it receives": 33.3% "Yes" (5 cases); 40% 
"No" (6 cases); 26.7% "Maybe" {4 cases)? 

for libraries answering "Senl out about 
as many photocopies as it receives": 50% "Yes" (14 
cases); 21.4% "No" (6 cases); 23.6% "M^ybe" (8 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out fewer 
phofcocopies than it receives**: 65.4% ''Yes" (17 cases); 
15.4% "No" (4 cases); 19.2% "Maybe" (5 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out far 
fewer photocopies than it receives** : 48.9% "Yes" (22 
cases); 20% "No" (9 cases); 31.1% "Maybe" (14 cases). 

(SEE CHART #55} 



2. PROGRAM NUMBER TWO: OHIONET LIBRARIES OF THE SAME 
TYPE WOULD EXCHANGE PHOTOCOPIES AT A REDUCED RATE 

137 of 152 respondents made &n answer to this 

question. 32.8% said "Yes" (45 cases); 26.3% said "No" 

(36 cases); 40.9% said "Maybe" (56 cases). 

(SEE CHART #56) 

a. Response Cross tabulated by Type of Library 
When the above responses were crosstabulated 
according to the respondents' "Type of Library": 

Privately-supported Academic Libraries 
supported the idea. 57.1% said "Yes" (20 cases); 5.7% 
said "No" (2 cases); 37.1% said "Maybe" (13 cases); 

Publicly-supported Academic Libraries 
responded differently: 23.3% "Yes" (7 cases); 30% "No" 
(9 cases); 46.7% "Maybe" (14 cases); 

for Medical Libraries: 28.6% "Yes" (4 
cases); 42.9% "No" (6 cases); 28.6% "Maybe" (4 cases); 

for Public Libraries: 20.7% "Yes" (6 
cases); 27.6% "No" (8 cases); and 51.7% "Maybe" (15 
cases) ; 

for Special Libraries: 30. <% "Yes" (7 
cases); 26.1% "No" (6 caser>) ; and 43.5% "Maybe" (10 
cases) ; 

for "Other" libraries: 100% "No" (5 

cases) . 

(SEE CHART #57) 
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b. Response Crosstabulated by the Total 
Interlibrary Loan Activity Level of the Responding 
Library 

When "YeSf" "NOf" and "Maybe" responses to the 
"Same Type Library: Reduced Rate Photocopies" program 
were crosstabulated by the Total Transaction Activity 
Level (for all Interlibrary Loan transactions: books 
and photocopies, incoming and outgoing), the following 
resulted: 

(Note: First Level Activity: the fewest number of ILL 
transactions performed: Fourth-Level Activity: the 
greatest number of ILL transactions performed) 

for First Level Activity Libraries: 
26.7% "Yes" (8 cases); 20% "No" (6 cases); 53.3% 
"Maybe" (16 cases); 

for Second Level Activity Libraries: 
38.7% "Yes" (12 car>es) ;22.6% "No" (7 cases); 38.7% 
"Maybe" (12 cases) ; 

for Third Level Activity Libraries: 
39.3% "Yes" (11 cases); 21.4% "No" (6 cases); 39.3% 
"Maybe" (11 cases); 

for Fourth Level Activity Libraries: 
38.7% "Yes" (12 cases); 32.3% "No" (10 cases); 29% 
"Maybe" (9 cases) . 

(SEE CHART #58) 
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Response Crosstabulated by the Respondent's 
Perception of own Library's Proportion of "Photocopies 
Sent" to "Photocopies Received" 

"Yesr" "NOr" and "Maybe" responses to the "Same 

Type Library: Reduced Rate Photocopies" program were 

crosstabulated by respondents' answers to Question 25 

which asked for the proportion of "Photocopies Sent" to 

"Photocopies Received" at their libraries: 

for libraries answering "Send out many 
more photocopies than it receives": 24% "Yes" (6 
cases); 40% "No" (10 cases); and 36% "Maybe" (9 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out more 
photocopies than it receives": 38*5% "Yes" (5 cases); 
38.5% "No" (5 cases); and 23.1% "Maybe" (3 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out about 
as many photocopies as it receives": 32.1% "Yes" (9 
cases); 25% "No" (7 cases); and 42.9% "Maybe" (12 
cases) ; 

for libraries answering "Send out fewer 
photocopies than it receives": 42.3% "Yes" (11 cases); 
11.5% "No" (3 cases); and 46.2% "Maybe" (12 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send far out 
fewer photocopies than it receives": 32.6% "Yes" (14 
cases); 23.3% "No" (10 cases); and 44.2% "Maybe" (19 
cases) • 

(SEE CHART # 59) 
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3. PROGRAM NUMBER THREE: ALL OHIONET ACADEMIC LIBRARIES 
WOULD EXCHANGE FREE PHOTOCOPIES 

Academic libraries (both Privately and 

Publicly-supported Academic Libraries) were asked 

whether they might be interested in exchanging frae 

photocopies among each other. (Note: Other types of 

libraries were excluded from answering this question.) 

54.7% of the responding Academic Libraries said 
"Yes" (35 cases) while 18.8% said "No" (12 cases). 
Another 26.6% said "Maybe" (17 cases). 

(SEE CHART *60) 

a. Response Crosstabulated by Type of Library 
The above answers were crosstabulated by the 
respondent's Type of Library (either a 
Privately-^supported Academic Library or a 
Publicly-supported Academic Library): 

for Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries: 60% "Yes" (21 cases); 20% "No" (7 cases); 
20% "Maybe" (7 cases); 

for Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries: 48.3% "Yes" (14 cases); 17.2% "No" (5 
cases); and 34.5% "Maybe" (10 cases). 

(SEE CHART «61) 
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b. Response Crosstabulated by the Total 
Interlibrary Loan Activity Level of the Responding 
Libra ry 

Nextf "Yesr" "Nor" and "Maybe" responses to the 
"OHIONET Academic Libraries: Free Photocopies" program 
were crosstabulated by the Total Transaction Level of 
Activity of these libraries (for all Interlibrary Loan 
transactions r book and photocopies, incoming and 
outgoing) : 

(Note: First Level Activity: the fewest number of ILL 
transactions performed; Fourth Level Activity: the 
greatest number of ILL transactions performed) 

for First Level Activity libraries: 
41.2% 'fes" (7 cases); 17.6% "No" (3 cases); 41.2% 
"Maybe" (7 cases) ; 

for Second Level Activity libraries: 
55.6% "Yes" (10 cases); 16.7% "No" (3 cases); 27.8% 
"Maybe" (5 cases) ; 

for Third Level Activity libraries: 
76.9% "Yes" (10 cases); 15.4% "No" (2 cases); 7.7% 
"Maybe" (1 case); 

for Fourth Level Activity Libraries: 50% 
"Yes" (6 cases); 16.7% "No" (2 cases); 33.3% "Maybe" (4 
cases) . 

(SEE CHART #62) 
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Response Crosstabulated by the Respondent's 
Perception of own Library's Proportion of "Photocopies 
Sent** to "^Photocopies Received" 

"Yes^" "Nor" and "Maybe" responses to the "OHIONET 

Academic Libraries: Free Photocopies" program were 

crosstabulated by respondents' answers to Question 25 

which asked for the proportion of "Photocopies Sent" to 

"Photocopies Received" at their libraries: 

for libraries answering "Send out many 
more photocopies than it receives": 30.8% "Yes" (4 
cases); 38.5% "No" (5 cases); 30.8% "Maybe" (4 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out more 
photocopies than it receives": 57.1% "Yes" (4 cases); 
28.6% "No" (2 cases); 14.3% "Maybe" (1 case); 

for libraries answering "Send out about 
as many photocopies as it receives": 43.8% "Yes" (7 
cases); 18.8% "No" (3 cases); 37.5% "Maybe" (6 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out fewer 
photocopies than it receives": 66.7% "Yes" (8 cases); 
8.3% "No" (1 case); 25% "Maybe" (3 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out far 
fewer photocopies than it receives": 75% "Yes" (12 
cases); 6.3% "No" (1 case); 18.8% "Maybe" (3 cases). 

(SEE CHART #63) 
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4. PROGRAM NUMBER POUR: ALL OHIONET ACADEMIC LIBRARIES 
WOULD PROVIDE PHOTOCOPIES TO EACH OTHER AT A REDUCED 
RATE 

This program excluded non-academic libraries. 
65 Academic Libraries responded to Question 38 which 
covered this particular program. 23 libraries responded 
"Yes" (35.4%), 12 responded "No" (18.5%), while 30 said 
"Maybe* (46.2%). 

(SEE CHART *64 ) 

a. Response Crosstabulated by Type of Library 
When the above responses were crosstabulated 
according to the respondent's "Type of Library," the 
following was seen: 

for Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries: 47.2% "Yes" (17 cases); 8.3% "No" (3 cases); 
44.4% "Maybe" (16 cases); 

for Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries: 20.7% "Yes" (6 cases); 31% "No" (9 cases); 
48.3% "Maybe" (14 cases). 

(SEE CHART »65) 
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b* Response Crosstabulated by the Total 
Interlibrary Loan Activity Level of the Responding 
Library 

When ••Yesr*' "NOr" and •'Maybe*' responses to the 
^OHIONET Academic Libraries: Reduced Rate Photocopier" 
program were crosstabulated by the Total Transaction 
Level of Activity of these libraries (for all 
Interlibrary Loan transactions, both books and 
photocopies, incoming and outgoing), the following 
resulted: 

(Note: First Level Activity: the fewest number of ILL 
transactions performed: Fourth Level Activity: the 
greatest number of ILL transactions performed) 

for First Level Activity libraries: 
23*5% "Yes" (4 cases); 11.8% "No" (2 cases); 64*7% 
"Maybe" (11 cases); 

for Second Level Activity libraries: 
33*3% "Yes" (6 cases); 27*8% "No" (5 cases); 38*9% 
"Maybe" (7 cases) ; 

for Third Level Activity libraries: 
53*8% "Yes" (7 cases); 46*2% "Maybe" (6 cases); 

for Fourth Level Activity libraries: 
46*2% "Yes" (6 cases); 30*8% "No" (4 cases); 23*1% 
"Maybe" (3 cajes) • 

(SEE CHART #66) 
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c« Response Crosstabulated by the Respondent's 
Perception of own Library's Proportion of "Photocopies 
Sent" to "Photocopies Received" 

Responses to the "OHIONET Academic Libraries: 

Reduced Rate Photocopies" program were crosstabulated 

by respondents' answers to Question 25 which asked for 

the proportion of "Photocopies Sent" to "Photocopies 

Received" at their libraries: 

for libraries answering "Send out many 
more photocopies than it receives": 25% "Yes" (3 
cases); 33.3% "Mo" (4 cases); 41.7% "Maybe" (5 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out more 
photocopies than it receives": 37.5% "Yes" (3 cases); 
50% "No" (4 cases); 12.5% "Maybe" (1 case); 

for libraries answering "Send out about 
as many photocopies as it receives": 25% "Yes" (4 
cases); 12.5% "No" (2 cases); 62.5% "Maybe" (10 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out fewer 
photocopies than it receives": 46.2% "Yes" (6 cases); 
7.7% "No" (1 case); 46.2% "Maybe" {6 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out far 
fewer photocopies than it receives": 43.8% "Yes" (7 
cases); 6.3% "No" (1 case); 50% "Maybe" (8 cases). 

(SEE CHART #67) 
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5. PROGRAM NUMBER FIVE: ORIONET LIBRARIES WITH SIMILAR 
LEVELS OF INTERLIBRARY LOAN ACTIVITY WOULD PROVIDE FREE 
PHOTOCOPIES TO EACH OTHER 

137 of 152 possible responses were received. 35% 

(48 cases) said "Yes^" while 25.5% (35 cases) said 

"No." 39.4% (54 cases) said "Maybe." 

(SEE CHART «68) 

a. Response Crosstabulated by Type of Library 
When the above responses were crosstabulated by 

"Type of Library" of the respondent, the following was 

seen: 

for Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries: 42.9«i "Yes" (15 cases); 22.9% "No" (8 
cases); and 34.3% "Maybe" (12 cases); 

for Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries: 36.7% "Yes" (11 cases); 20% "No" (6 cases); 
and 43.3% "Maybe" (13 cases); 

for Medical Libraries: 23.1% "Yes" (3 
cases); 30.8% "No" (4 cases); and 46.2% "Maybe" (6 
cases) ; 

for Public Libraries: 34.5% "Yes" (10 
cases); 17.2% "No" (5 cases); and 48.3% "Maybe" (14 
cases) ; 

for Special Libraries: 33.3% "Yes" (8 
cases); 29.2% "No" (7 cases); and 37.5% "Maybe" (9 
cases) ; 
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for "Other** libraries: 100% ••No** (5 

cases) • 

(SEE CHART #69) 

Response Crosstabulated by the Total 
Interlibrary Loan Activity Level of the Responding 
Library 

When "Yesy* "No^* and •'Maybe* responses to the 
••similar ILL Level of Activity: Free Photocopies ••' 
program were crosstabulated by the Total Transaction 
Level of Activity of these libraries (for all 
Interlibrary Loan transactions, both books and 
photocopies, incoming and outgoing), the following 
resulted: 

(Note: First Level Activity: the fewest number of ILL 
transactions performed: Fourth Level Activity: the 
greatest number of ILL transactions performed) 

for First Level Activity libraries: 
26.7% ••Yes^^ (8 cases); 33.3% ••No^^ (10 cases); and 40% 
•• Maybe •• (12 cases); 

for Second Level Activity libraries: 
31.3% ••Yes'* (10 cases); 18.8% ••No^^ (6 cases); and 50% 
■•Maybe •• (16 cases); 

for Third Level Activity libraries: 
46.4% ••Yes^^ (13 cases); 10.7% ••No^^ (3 cases); and 42.9% 
••Maybe^^ (12 cases); 

for Fourth Level Activity libraries: 40% 
••Yes^^ (12 cases); 26.7% ••No^^ (8 cases); and 33.3% 
••Maybe^^ (10 cases). 

(SEE CHART #70) 
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c. Response Crosstabul^ted by the Respondent's 
Perception of own Library's Proportion of "Photocopies 
Sent" to "Photocopies Received" 

Responses to the "Similar ILL Level of Activity: 

Free Photocopies" program were crosstabulated by 

respondents* answers to Question 25 which asked for the 

proportion of "Photocopies Sent" to "Photocopies 

Received" at their libraries: 

for libraries ansvering "Send out many 

more photocopies than it receives": 26.9% "Yes" (7 

cases); 42.3% "No" (11 cases); and 30.8% "Haybe" (8 

cases) ; 

for libraries answering "Send out more 
photocopies than it receives": 23.1% "Yes" (3 cases); 
38.5% "No" (5 cases); and 38.5% 'Maybe" (5 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out about 
as many photocopies as it receives": 40.7% "Yes" (11 
cases); 25,9% "No" (7 cases); and 33.3% "Maybe" (9 
cases) ; 

for libraries answering "Send out fewer 
photocopies than it receives": 44.4% "Yes" (7.2 cases); 
7.4% "No" (2 cases); and 48.1% "Haybe" (13 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out far 
fewer photocopies than it receives": 34 #9% "Yes" (15 
cases); 20.9% "No" (9 cases); and 44.2% "i^aybe" (19 
cases) • 

(SEE CHART #71) 
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6. PROGRAM NUMBER SIX: OHIONET LIBRARIES WITH SIMILAR 
LEVELS OF INTERLIBRARY LOAN ACTIVITY WOULD PROVIDE 
PHOTOCOPIES TO EACH OTHER AT A REDUCED RATE 

131 of the 152 respondents gave answers. 22.1% 

said "Yes" (29 cases) and 27.5% said "No" (36 cases). 

50.4% (66 cases) said "Maybe." 

(SEE CHART *72) 

a. Response Crosstabulated by Type of Library 
When the above responses were crosstabulated by 

"Type of Library" of the respondent , these results we 

seen: 

for Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries: 32.4% "Yes" (11 cases); 11.8% "No" (4 
cases); and 55.9% "Maybe" (19 cases); 

for Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries: 23.3% "Yes" (7 cases); 36.7% "No" (11 
cases); and 40% "Maybe" (12 cases); 

for Medical Libraries: 25% "Yes" (3 
cases); 33.3% "No" (4 cases); and 41.7% "Maybe" (5 
cases) ; 

for Public Libraries: 11.5% "Yes" (3 
cases); 19.2% "No" (5 cases); and 69.2% "Maybe" (18 
cases) ; 

for Special Libraries: 17.4% "Yes" (4 
cases); 30.4% "No" (7 cases); and 52.2% "Maybe" (12 
cases) ; 
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for -Other'* libraries: 100% "No" (5 

cases) • 

(SEE CHART #73) 

h. Response Crosstabulated by the Total 
Interlibrary Loan Activity Level of the Responding 
Library 

When "YeSy-^NOf" and "Maybe" responses to the 
"Similar ILL Level of Activity; Reduced Rate Photocopy" 
program were crosstabulated by the Total Transaction 
Level of Activity of these libraries (for all 
Interlibrary Loan transactions, both books and 
photocopies, incoming and outgoing), the following 
resulted: 

(Note: First Level Activity: the fewest number of ILL 
transactions performed: Fourth Level Activity: the 
greatest number of ILL transactions performed) 

for First Level Activity libraries: 
17.2% "Yes" (5 cases); 24.1% "No" (7 cases); and 58.6% 
"Maybe" (17 cases); 

for Second Level Activity libraries: 
19.4% "Yes" (6 cases); 25.8% "No" (8 cases); and 54.8% 
"Maybe" (17 cases); 

for Third Level Activity libraries: 25% 
"Yes" (6 cases); 20.8% "No" (5 cases); and 54.2% 
"Maybe" (13 cases); 
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for Fourth Level Activity libraries: 
26.7% "Yes" (8 cases); 30% "No'' (9 cases); and 43.3% 
"Maybe" (13 cases). 

(SEE CHART #74) 
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c. Response Crosstabulated by the Respondent's 
Perception of own Library's Proportion of "Photocopies 
Senf to "Photocopies Received" 

Responses to the "Similar ILL Level of Activity: 

Reduced Rate Photocopies" program were crosstabulated 

by respondents' answers to Question 25 which asked for 

the proportion of "Photocopies Sent" to "Photocopies 

Received" at their libraries: 

for libraries answering "Send out many 

more photocopies than it receives": 19.2% "Yes" (5 

cases); 38.5% "No" (10 cases); and 42.3% "Maybe" (11 

cases) ; 

for libraries answering "Send out more 
photocopies than it receives": 16«7% "Yes" (2 cases); 
41.7% "No" (5 cases); and 41.7% "Maybe" (5 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out about 
as many photocopies as it receives": 23.1% "Yes" (6 
cases); 15.4% "No" (4 cases); and 61.5% "Maybe" (16 
cases) ; 

for libraries answering "Send out fewer 
photocopies than it receives": 36% "Yes" (9 cases); 16% 
"No" (4 cases); and 48% "Maybe" (12 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out far 
fewer photocopies than it receives: 17.1% "Yes" (7 
cases); 29.3% "No" (12 cases); and 53.7% "Maybe" (22 
cases) . 

(SEE CHART #75) 
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7. PROGRAM NUMBER SEVEN: ALL OHIONET LIBRARIES WOULD 
PROVIDE FREE PHOTOCOPIES TO EACH OTHER 

137 of the 152 respondents gave answers. 35.8% 

said "Yes" (49 cases), and 34.3% said "No" (47 cases). 

29.9% said "Maybe" (41 cases). 

(SEE CHART #76) 
a. Response Crosstabulated by Type of Library 
^hezt the above responses were crosstabulated by 

"Type of Library" of the respondents, these results 

occurred: 

for Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries: 48.6% "Yes" (18 cases); 29.7% "No" (11 
cases); and 21.6% "Maybe" (8 cases); 

for Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries: 41.4% "Yes" (12 cases); 24.1% "No" (7 
cases); and 34.5% "Maybe" (10 cases); 

for Medi-al Libraries: 23 U% "Yes" (3 
cases); 53.8% "No" (7 cases); and 23.1% "Maybe" (3 
cases) ; 

for Public Libraries: 32.1% "Yes" (9 
cases); 28.6% "No" (8 cases); and 39.3% "Maybe" (11 
cases) ; 

for Special Libraries: 25% "Yes" (6 
cases); 41.7% "No" (10 cases); and 33.3% "Maybe" (8 
cases) ; 

for "Other" libraries: 20% "Yes" (1 
case); 60% "No" (3 cases); and 20% "Maybe" (1 case). 

(SEE CHART #77) 
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h. Response Crosstabulated by the Total 
Interlibrary Loan Activity Level of the Responding 
Library 

When "Yesr" "NOr" and "Maybe* responses to the 
"All OHIONET libraries: Free Photocopies" program were 
crosstabulated by the Total Transaction Level of 
Activity of these libraries (for all transactions # 
books and photocopies ^ incoming and outgoing), the 
following was seen: 

(Note: First Level Activity: the fewest number of ILL 
transactions performed; Fourth Level Activity: the 
greatest number of ILL transactions performed) 

for First Level Activity libraries: 
22.6% "Yes" (7 cases); 32.3% "No" (10 cases); and 45.2% 
"Maybe" (14 cases); 

for Second Level Activity libraries: 
41.9% "Yes" (13 cases); 29% "No" (9 cases); and 29% 
"Maybe" (9 cases) ; 

for Third Level Activity libraries: 
58.6% "Yes" (17 cases); 20.7% "No" (6 cases); and 20.7% 
"Maybe" (6 cases) ; 

for Fourth Level Activity libraries: 
27.6% "Yes" (8 cases); 48.3% "No" (14 cases); and 24.1% 
"Maybe" (7 cases) . 

(SEE CHART #78) 
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c. Response Crosstabulated by the Respondent's 
Perception of own Library's Proportion of •'Photocopies 
Sent" to "Photocopies Received* 

Responses to the "All OHIONET libraries: Free 

Photocopies" program were crosstabulated by 
respondents' answers to Question 25 which asked for 
the proportion of "Photocopies Sent" to "Photocopies 
Received" at their libraries: 

for libraries answering "Send out many 
more photocopies than it receives": 8% "Yes" (2 cases): 
68% "No" (17 cases); and 24% "Maybe" (6 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out more 
photocopies than it receives": 23.1% "Yes" (3 cases); 
30.8% "No" (4 cases); and 46.2% "Maybe" (6 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out about 
as many photocopies as it receives": 28«6% "Yes" (8 
cases); 32.1% "No" (9 cases); and 39.3% "Maybe" (11 
cases) ; 

for libraries answering "Send out fewer 
photocopies than it receives": 55.6% "Yes" (15 cases); 
14.8% "No" (4 cases); and 29.6% "Maybe" (8 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out far 
fewer photocopies than it receives": 48.8% "Yes" (21 
cases); 30.2% "No" (13 cases); and 20.9% "Maybe" (9 
cases) . 

(SEE CHART #79) 
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8. PROGRAM NUMBER EIGHT: ALL OHIONET LIBRARIES WOULD 
PROVIDE EACH OTHER PHOTOCOPIES AT A REDUCED RATE 

135 of 152 possible responses were given. 23% said 

"Yes" (31 cases), and 23.7% said "No" (32 cases). 53.3% 

said "Maybe" (72 cases). 

(SEE CHART «80) 
a. Response Crosstabulated by Type of Library 
When the above responses were crosstabulated by 

"Type of Library" of the respondents , these results 

occured: 

for Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries: 37.8% "Yes" (14 cases); 10.8% "No" (4 
cases); and 51.4% "Maybe" (19 cases); 

for Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries: 13.8% "Yes" (4 cases); 31% "No" (9 cases); 
and 55.2% "Maybe" (16 cases); 

for Medical Libraries: 23.1% "Yes" (3 
cases); 30.8% "No" (4 cases); and 46.2% "Maybe" (6 
cases) ; 

for Public Libraries: 14.8% "Yes" (4 
cases); 14.8% "No" (4 cases); and 70.4% "Maybe" (19 
cases) ; 

for Special Libraries: 26.1% "Yes" (6 
cases); 30.4% "No" (7 cases); and 43.5% "Maybe" (10 
cases) ; 

for "Other" libraries: 60% "No" (3 
cases) and 40% "Maybe" (2 cases) . 

(SEE CHART «81) 
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b« Response Crosstabulated by the Total 
Interlibrary Loan Activity Level of the Responding 
Library 

When "Yesr" "NOr" and "Maybe" responses to the 
"All OHIONET Libraries: Reduced Rate Photocopies" 
program were crosstabulated by the Total Transaction 
Level of Activity of these libraries (for all 
Interlibrary Loan transact! ons^ both books and 
photocopies, incoming and outgoing), the following 
resulted: 

(Note: First Level Activity: the fewest number of ILL 
transactions performed; Fourth Level Activity: the 
greatest number of ILL transactions performed) 

for First Level Activity libraries: 
16.7% "Yes" (5 cases); 13.3% "No" (4 cases); and 70% 
"Maybe" (21 cases); 

for Second Level Activity libraries: 
25.8% "Yes" (8 cases); 25.8% "No" (8 cases); and 48.4% 
"Maybe" (15 cases) ; 

for Third Level Activity libraries: 
35.7% "Yes" (10 cases); 14.3% "No" (4 cases); and 50% 
"Maybe" (14 cases); 

for Fourth Level Activity libraries: 
17.2% "Yes" (5 cases); 34.5% "No" (10 cases); and 48.3% 
"Maybe" (14 cases). 

(SEE CHART #82) 
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c^Response Crosstabulated by the Respondents' 
Perception of own Library's Proportion of "Photocopies 
Sent" to "Photocopies Received" 

Responses to the "All OHIONET Libraries: Reduced 

Rate Photocopies" program were crosstabulated by 

respondents' answers to Question 25 which asked for the 

proportion of "Photocopies Sent" to "Photocopies 

Received" at their libraries: 

for libraries answering "Send out many 
more photocopies than it receives": 4% "Yes" (1 case); 
44% "No" (11 cases); and 52% "Maybe" (13 cases); 

for libraries answering "Serid out more 
photocopies than it receives": 15*4% "Yes" (2 cases); 
30«8% "No" (4 cases); and 53«8% "Maybe" (7 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out about 
as many photocopier as it receives": 17 #9% "Yes" (5 
cases); 17*9% "No" (5 cases); and 64*3% "Maybe" (18 
cases) ; 

for libraries answering "Send out fewer 
photocopies than it receives": 46*2% "Yes" (12 cases); 
15*4% "No" (4 cases); and 38*5% "Maybe" (10 cases); 

for libraries answering "Send out far 
fewer photocopies than it receives": 26*2% "Yes" (11 
cases); 19% "No" (8 cases); and 54«8% "Maybe" (23 
cases) « 

(SEE CHART #83) 
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CRITICISM OF RESPONSE TO PROGRAM OFFERINGS 
a. Overall Response to Individual Programs 

Overall responses to proposed OHIONET Interlibrary 
Photocopying programs were compared to see which 
programs received greatest acceptance. In this analysis 
"Maybe" responses were considered as indecisive, with 
faintly negative overtones. 

Those six proposed programs offered for OHIONET 
libraries in general will be considered first. The two 
programs offered solely for the OHIONET Academic 
Libraries will be considered seperately. 

Of the "Free Photocopy" programs, the "Same Type 
Library — Free Photocopy" program received the 
strongest support, with 46.5% of the respondents in 
favor of this progran^- Next came the "All OHIONET 
Libraries — Free Photocopy" program with 35.8% in 
favor, and the "Similar ILL Transaction Level — Free 
Photocopy" program with 35% in favor. For each of these 
above mentioned programs, however, there was no clear 
majority support present, as "No" responses and "Maybe" 
responses together accounted for the majority of the 
responses given. With these three programs there were 
more "Yes" responses than "No" responses, however. 

Support for the "Reduced Rate" programs was less 
in evidence. The "Maybe" response received the highest 
percentage of tallies for the "Same Type Library — 
Reduced Rate Photocopy" program (40.9%), for the 
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••similar ILL Transaction Level — Reduced Rate 
Photocopy^^ program (50.4%), and for the ••All OHIONET 
Libraries — Reduced Rate Photocopy^^ program (53.3%). 
Only in the ••Same Type Library — Reduced Rate 
Photocopy^^ program was there a higher percentage of 
••Yes^^ responses than "No^^ responses: 32.8% •'Yes^^; 26.3% 
••No.^^ 

The response. to the ••All OHIONET Academic 
Libraries — Free Photocopies^^ program was positive. A 
majority of Academic Libraries (54.7%) liked the •'All 
OHIONET Academic Libraries — Free Photocopies'' program. 
Positive support slipped for the "All OHIONET Academic 
Libraries — Reduced Rate Photocopy" program in which 
only 35.4% gave "Yes" responses. For both programs 
involving specifically OHIONET Academic libraries # 
"Yes" responses were more numerous than "No" responses. 
The "Reduced Rate" program for OHIONET Academic 
Libraries received many indecisive votes however 
(46.2%). 

This survey seems to indicate that of the programs 
proposed r the "Same Type Library — Free Photocopy" 
program and the "All OHIONLT Academic Libraries — Free 
Photocopy" program appear to have the greatest overall 
initial support from those surveyed. 

b. Response to Individual Programs by Type of 

Library 

Individual Types of Libraries were analyzed 
according to the responses they gave for the different 
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OHIONET Interlibrary Photocopying programs. In this 
analysis •'Maybe" responses were seen as indecisivef 
with faintly negative overtones. Major impressions from 
these responses follow. 

Privatelv-supported Acafjemic Libraries as a group 
are very much interested in supporting the "Same Type 
Libraries — Free Photocopies" program (60.5% ••Yes")^ 
the "All OHIONET Academic Libraries — Free Photocopies" 
program (60% "Yes"), and the "Same Type 
Libraries — Reduced Rate" program (57.1% "Yes"). They 
also showed fair support for the "All OHIONET Academic 
Libraries — Reduced Rate Photocopy" program (47.2% 
"Yes")r the "Similar ILL Activity Level — Free 
Photocopy Program (42.9% "Yes"), and the "All OHIONET 
Libraries — Free Photocopy" program (48.6% "Yes"). 

Publicly-supporte d Academic Libraries are also 
interested in the "Same Type Libraries — Free 
Photocopy" program (60% "Yes"). Their response to the 
questions concerning "All OHIONET Academic Libraries", 
however, gives the impression that they would, as a 
group, prefer to be not as involved with 
Privately-supported Academic Libraries as is the case 
vice versa > They gave fair response to the "All OHIONET 
Academic Libraries — Free Photocopies" program (48.3% 
"Yes") in contrast to the 60% "Yes" response registered 
by Privately-supported Academic Libraries. They are not 
interested in the "Reduced Rate" program involving 
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OHIONET Academic libraries. For all other programs # the 
Publicly-supported Academic Libraries show very little 
interest f except for the "All OHIONET Libraries — Free 
Photocopies" program in which they showed fair response 
(41.4% -Yes-). 

Medical Libraries showed fair response (42.9% "Yes") 
to the "Same Type Libraries — Free Photocopies" 
program. Other than this^ they showed very low interest 
generally in other programs. 

Public Libraries scored the highest percentage of 
"Yes" responses for the "Similiar ILL Activity Levels — 
Free Photocopies" program: 34v5% "Yes." Public 
Libraries as a group showed little interest in any of 
the programs. 

Special Li braries , as with Public Libraries ; showed 

little interest as a group in any of the programs. 

Their highest "Yes" response wasr like Public 

Libraries r for the "Similar ILL Activity Levels — Free 

Photocopies"^ program (33.3%). 

c. Response to Individual Programs by Total 
Interlibrary Loan Level of Activity 

The "Same Type Libraries — Free Photocopies" 

program received very good response from those 

libraries^ Second Activity Level through Fourth 

Activity Level (58^1%^ 60%^ and 50% "Yes" responses 

respectively). Heavy volume libraries backed the 

program. Response to the "Same Type Libraries — Reduced 

Rate Photocopy" program was across the board mediocre. 
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The "All OHIONET Academic Libraries — Free 
Photocopies" program also received good response by 
Academic libraries at all levels of ILL activityr from 
First Level (Lowest Activity: 41.2% "Yes" response) to 
Fourth Level (Highest Actitity: 50% "Yes" response). 
Over 3 of 4 Third Level Activity Libraries liked this 
program (76.9% "Yes" response). 

The "All OHIONET Academic Libraries — Reduced Rate 
Photocopies" program received more support from the 
higher activity libraries than the lower activity 
libraries (53.8% and 46.2% "Yes" response respectively 
for Third and Fourth Level Activity Libraries compared 
to 23.5% and 33.3% "Yes" response respectively for 
First and Second Level Activity Libraries). Overall 
response was for that reason considered fair. 

The "Similar ILL Activity Level — Free 
Photocopies" program received fair response. First and 
Second Level Activity Libraries generally did not 
support the idea. Third and Fourth Level Activity 
Libraries scored 46.4% and 40% "Yes" responses 
respectively — a fair response. 

The "Similar ILL Activity Level — Reduced Rate 
Photocopies" program received poor response from each 
Activity Level library group. 

The "All OHIONET Libraries — Free Photocopies" 
program was poorly supported by the First and Fourth 
Activity Level Libraries r but received fair support 
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from Second Level Libraries (41.9% ''Yes'* response) and 
good support (58.6% "Yes" response) from Third Level 
libraries. 

The "All OHIONET Libraries— Reduced Rate 
Photocopies" program faired rather poorly with all ILL 
Activity Level libraries. 

d. Response to Individual Programs by 
Libraries* Proportion of "Photocopies Sent" to 
"Photocopies Received" 

Those libraries that send out many more 
photocopies than they receive were generally not 
receptive to any of the programs. The highest "yes" 
percentage (30.8%) was for the "Same Type Library — 
Free Photocopy" program^ which score (30.8%) was 
matched in the response to the "All OHIONET Academic 
Libraries — Free Photocopy" program. 

Those libraries that indicated that they sent out 
more photocopies than they received # were also 
generally not receptive. Their highest "Yes" score 
(38.5%) was for the "Same Type Library — Reduced Rate" 
program. Interest ingly^ however # was the 57.1% "Yes" 
response given by the Academic Libraries subgroup for 
the "All OHIONET Academic Libraries — Free Photocopy" 
program. 

Libraries that send out about as many photocopies 
as they receive were more receptive to some of the 
programs. There was a good response (50% "Yes") to the 
"Same Type of Library — Free Photocopy" program. There 
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was fair response to the "All OHIONET Academic 
Libraries — Free Photocopy" program (43.8% "Yes"; and 
to the "Similiar ILL Activity Level Libraries — Free 
Photocopy" program (40.7% "Yes"). 

Libraries that indicated they sent out f£M££ 
photocopies than they received gave fair to excellent 
response to 7 of 8 programs. The only program not 
achieving at least a 40% "Yes" response was the 
"Similar ILL Activity Level Libraries — Reduced Rate" 
program (a 36% "Yes" response) . 

Libraries that said they sent out far fewer 
photocopies than they received geve fair to excellent 
response to 4 of 8 programs. Why there should be a 
drop-off in support by the "far fewer" libraries for 
some of the programs (as compared to the "fewer" 
libraries) is not known. 

In general it might be said that libraries which 
indicated that they were net receiving libraries showed 
better response to the program proposals than those 
which indicated that they were net supplying libraries. 



114 

125 



9* DO LIBRARIES HAVE ANY TYPE OF RECIPROCAL 
AGREEMENT (S) ALREADY? 

Respondents were asked whether their library 
already had any sort of reciprocal agreement with 
another library or libraries for free or reduced rate 
photocopies (Q# 43) • 

143 of a possible 152 respondents answered this 
question* 72*7% said that they did have some reciprocal 
agreement already (104 cases) ^ while 27*3% said that 
they had no reciprocal agreements at present (39 
cases) • 



a* Response Crosstabulated by Type of Library 
The above responses were crosstabulated according 
to the respondent's •'Type of Library": 



Libraries: 82*1% •'Yes'' (32 cases) and 17*9% •'No'' (7 
cases) ; 



Libraries: 83*3% ''Yes'' (25 cases) and 16*7% •'No'' (5 
cases) ; 



(SEE CHART #84) 



for Privately-supported Academic 



for Publicly-supported Academic 



for Medical Libraries: 100% •'Yes'' 



(14 



cases) ; 



for Public Libraries: 63*3% •'Yes'' 



(19 



cases) and 



36*7% ••No'' (11 cases); 



for Special Libraries: 50% "Yes** (12 



cases > and 



50% ••No" (12 cases); 




for "Other" libraries: 20% "Yes" (1 

case) and 80% "No" (4 cases). 

(SEE CHART *85) 

b« Response Crosstabulated by the Total 
Interlibrary Loan Activity Level of the Responding 
Library 

When "Yes" and "No" answers to whether libraries 
had some sort of reciprocal agreement already were 
crosstabulated by the Total Transaction Level of 
Activity of these libraries (for all Interlibrary Loan 
transactions r both books and photocopies # incoming and 
outgoing) r the following was seen: 

(Note: First Level Activity: the fewest number of ILL 
transactions performed; Fourth Level Activity: the 
greatest numtar of ILL transactions performed) 

for First Level Activity libraries: 
53.1% "Yes" (17 cases) and 46.9% "No" (15 cases); 

for Second Level Activity libraries: 
71.9% "Yes" (23 cases) and 28.1% "No" (9 cases); 

for Third Level Activity libraries: 
83.9% "Yes" (26 cases) and 16.1% "No" (5 cases); 

for Fourth Level Activity libraries: 
90.3% "Yes" (28 cases) and 9.7% "No" (3 cases). 

(SEE CHART #86) 
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CRITICISM: 

The majority of libraries surveyed did have some 
type of reciprocal ILL photocopy agreement already 
(about 7 of 10 libraries). Medical Libraries shoved the 
highest reciprocity* Special Libraries showed least 
reciprocity. 

For individual libraries ^ reciprocity tended to 
increase as the amount of overall ILL activity 
increased. 
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PART E: ASSOCIATION MEMBERSHIPS OP THE RESPONDING 
LIBRARIES AND PERCEPTIONS OF ASSOCIATIONS' ROLE IN 
POSTERING COST CONTAINMENT PROGRA^SS 

l.WHAT TYPE OP MEMBERSHIPS TO LIBRARY ASSOCIATIONS 
ARE HET:D BY RESPONDENTS? 

Respondents were asked to indicate whether their 
library or anyone in their Interlibrary Loan Service 
had a membership in any of nine library associations. 
Many respondents did not mark either a "Yes" or "No" 
answer to questions about membership in particular 
associations. This would seem to indicate uncertainty 
about what memberships were in fact held by the library 
or by the ILL staff members, since so many respondents 
failed to give information about their participation in 
organizationsr both the Valid Percentage (which 
excludes Missing Values) and the Total Percentage 
(which includes Missing Values) will be given in the 
brief summary below. 

Memberships in the American Library Association 
(ALA) (Valid: 78.6%; Total: 57.9%; 88 memberships) and 
the Ohio Library Association (OLA) (Valid: 75%; Total: 
57.2%; 87 memberships) were most common. Next came the 
Academic Library Association of Ohio (ALAO) (Valid: 
56.7%; Total: 33.6%; 51 memberships) and the 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) 
(Valid: 47.1%; Total: 27%; 41 memberships). These were 
followed by the Special Libraries Association (SLA) 
(Valid: 39.5%; Total: 22.4%; 34 memberships), American 
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Society for Information Science (ASIS) (Valid; 27.5%; 

Total; 14%; 22 memberships) r the Medical Library 

Association (MLA) (Valid; 20.8%; Total; 10.5%; 16 

memberships) r the Ohio Health Information Organization 

(OHIO) (Valid; 17.3%; Total; 8.6%; 13 memberships) ^ and 

the Catholic Library Association (CLA) (Valid; 5.8%; 

Total; 2.6%; 4 memberships). 

(SEE CHART #87) 

2. WHAT IS THE PERCEIVED ROLE OP LIBRARY ASSOCIATIONS IN 
POSTERING PHOTOCOPY COST CONTAINMENT PROGRAMS? 

Respondents were asked what part they felt library 
associations have to play in fostering cost containment 
programs such as those offered in this survey. 20.9% (29 
cases) said that associations have a ''very important part" to 
play. 46.8% (65 cases) said that associations have an 
''important part." 20.9% (29 cases) said "some part." 6.5% (9 
cases) said a "minor part." 5% (7 cases) said "no part." 

(SEE CHART #88) 



a* Response Crosstabulated by Library Association 
Memberships 

When the above responses were crosstabulated with the 
memberships held in individual library associations r the 
following resulted: 

for those with membership in the Academic 
Library Association of Ohio (ALAO) : 70% (35 total cases) said 
••Very Important Part** or •'Important Part;** 30% (15 total 
cases) said •'Some Partr** •'Minor Partr" or "No Part." 

for those with membership in the American 
Library Association (ALA): 72.1% (57 total cases) said "Very 
Important Part" or "Important Part;" 27.9% (22 total cases) 
said "Some Part^" "Minor Part," or "No Part." 

for those with membership in the American 
Society for Information Sciences (ASIS): 70% (14 total cases) 
' said "Very Important Part" or "Important Part;" 30% (6 total 
cases) said "Some Part," "Minor Part," or "No Part." 

for those with membership in the Association of 
College and Research Libraries (ACRL) : 74.3% (29 total cases) 
said "Very Important Part" or "Important Part;" 25.7% (10 
total cases) said "Some Partr" "Minor Partr" or "No Part,*" 

for those with membership in the Catholic 
Library Association (CLA) : 75% (3 total cases) said "Very 
Important Part" or "Important Part;" 25% (1 case) said "Some 
Partr** "Minor Part," or "No Part." 

for those with membership in the Medical 
Library Association (MLA) : 60% (9 total cases) said "Very 
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Important Part" or "Important Part;" 40% (6 tota] cases) said 
"Some Partf" "Minor Partr" or "No Part#" 

for those with membership in the Ohio Health 
Information Organization (OHIO): 66«7% (8 total cases) said 
"Very Impottant Part" or "Important Part?" 33*4% (4 total 
cases) said "Some Part," "Minor Part," or "No Part#" 

for those with membership in the Ohio Library 
Association (OLA): 67«1% (51 total cases) said "Very Important 
Part" or "Important Part;" 32#9% (25 total cases) said "Some 
Part," "Minor Part," or "No Part*" 

for those with membership in the Special 
Libraries Association (SLA): 58«6% (17 total cases) said "Very 
Important Part" or "Important Part;" 41*3% (12 total cases) 
said "Some Part," "Minor Part," or "No Part*" 

(SEE CHART *89) 
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b .Response Crosstabulated by Total Interlibrary Loan 
Activity Level 

When responses to the question concerning the part 

library association;^ should play in fostering cost containrnent 

programs were crosstabulated with Levels of Activity for All 

Interlibrary Loan transactions (i«e«, the Level of Activity 

for all transactions— both incoming and outgoing, for books 

and photocopies) r the following resulted: 

(Note: First Level Activity: the least amount of ILL activity? 
Fourth Level Activity: the greatest amount of ILL activity) 

for First Level Activity Libraries: 62.5% (20 
total cases) said "Very Important Part* or Important Part;" 
37.6% (12 total cases) said "Some Part," "Minor Part," or "No 
Part." 

for Second Level Activity Libraries: 74.2% (23 
total cases) said "Very Important Part" or "Important Part;" 
25.8% (8 total cases) said "Some Part," "Minor Part," or ''No 
Part." 

for Third Level Activity Libraries: 67.9% (19 
total cases) said "Very Important Part" or "Important Part;" 
32.2% (9 total cases) said "Some Part," "Minor Part," or "No 
Part." 

for Fourth Level Activity Libi^aries: 64.5% (20 
total cases) said "Very Important Part" or "Important Part;" 
35.5% (11 total cases) said "Some Part," "Minor Part," or "No 
Part." 

(SEE CHART #90) 
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COMMENTS: A little more than 2 of 3 (67.6%) of the respondents 
said that library associations had either an important part** 
or a "very important part" to play in fostering cost 
containment programs. 

The answers were crosstabulated according to library 
association membership so that there might be some indication 
what are the thoughts of at least a certain portion of the 
membership of these associations concerning this question. 
From those surveyed ^ it appears that those indicating 
membership in ALAO, ALA, ASIS, ACRL, and CLA, roughly 7 of 10 
favor library associations' taking an "important part" or a 
"very important part" in fostering cost-containment programs. 

Those indicating membership in SLA were least likely to 
favor a major role for library associations in cort 
containment programs. 
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PART P: COMMENTS OP RESPONDENTS 

Respondents were asked to comment upon any topic 
raised by the survey. Various ideas were presented, 
some of which are here represented. 

There was a comment that equity and ease in 
administration are two characteristics which would have 
to be part of any successful Interlibrary Photocopy 
Cost Containment program. 

There were some comments that large libraries 
would be taken advantage of by smaller libraries unless 
safeguards were established in an ILL cost containment 
program. 

The State should give financial assistance to 
supplement costs incurred by libraries that supply more 
photocopies than they receive in any cooperative 
program. 

Perhaps a standardized fee should be established 
for ILL photocopy charges. Such a fee might be kept 
intentionally low, with the State picking up any 
difference. 

Several examples were mentioned of current ILL 
cooperation (e.g., among various law libraries, among a 
group of 15 two-year colleges in Ohio, and by regional 
networks such as OVAL and CAMLS). 

There were comments about the need to simplify 
billing procedures for ILL. For example, perhaps a 
uniform quarterly billing system among Ohio libraries 
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could be established, instead of the ''pay as you go** 
basis that now often exists « This would lower 
processing costs* 

There were comments concerning library patron 
concerns over costs* 

The mult.itude of ILL policies was mentioned as a 
source of frustration* The need to ccandardize ILL 
policies was expressed* 

At least two of the libraries sent ILL cost 
charts* These charts were used to keep track of how 
much various libraries charged for ILL transactions* 

The need for a statewide or regionwide union list 
for periodicals was expressed « 
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CHAPTER IV: GENERAL SUMMARY WITH 
RECOMMENDATIOKS FOR FUTURE STUDY/ACTIOK 

PART A: SUMMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Host of the responding OHIONET libraries (about 7 
of 10) do not have the majority (I.e., more than 50%) 
of their periodical titles on the OCLC system. Among 
types of libraries, the Publicly-supported Academic 
Libraries alone have more libraries than not with the 
majority of their periodical titles on OCLC. Those 
libraries that do the greatest overall ILL traffic are 
most apt to have the majority of their periodical 
titles on the OCLC system. 

However 7 about 3 of 4 libraries dfi have the 
greater part (i.e., more than 50%) of their parlodlcal 
holdings on some sort of a union list. The heavier the 
Involvement of a library in sending out Interllbrary 
Loan photocopies, the greater the likelihood that more 
than 50% of that library's holdings are listed on a 
union list. When groups of libraries from different 
areas within Ohio were compared to see if there might 
be some noticable difference in the percentage of 
libraries that had the majority of their periodical 
titles on a union list, a contrast aaii discovered. What 
Influence, if any, geography might play in union list 
participation is not clear, however. 
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About 6 of 10 responding libraries said that they 
had their ILL policies in the OCLC Name-Address 
Directory. A little over half of the responding 
libraries said that they had found the NAD helpful to 
them. Types of libraries showed varying group response 
concerning satisfaction with NAD. The Special Libraries 
and the Publicly-supported Academic Libraries were the 
groups which showed by far the greatest satisfaction 
with NAD. 

Local or Regional Onion Lists were most often 
listed as the "first choice** selection tool for 
locating potential supplying libraries for ILL 
photocopies. This was followed by OCLC as the second 
most popular "first choice" selection tool. Hew serial 
Xitl£& or the Onion Li st of Serials was seldom given as 
a "first choice" selection tool. Local or Regional 
Union Lists were given as the "first choice" tool for 
the majority of all types of libraries except for 
Special Libraries. More libraries from each Activity 
Level for Photocopy Orders Received (i.e.^ from those 
receiving the least amount of ILL photocopies to those 
receiving the greatest amount of ILL photocopies) chose 
•'Local or Regional Onion Lists" as a "first choice" 
selection tool than any other tool (including OCLC). 

A little less than half of the responding 
libraries use the OCLC ILL Subsystem to most often 
order their ILL photocopies. A little more than 3 of 10 



libraries rely principally on the U.S. Mail to most 
often convey their ILL photocopy requests. As the 
volume of ILL photocopy ordering increases by an 
individual library^ the greater becomes the likelihood 
that the library will use OCLC as the principal 
requesting device. 

Types of libraries showed differences in their 
primary method of ordering ILL photocopies: Public 
Libraries and Medical Libraries chose the U.S. Mail 
most often as the primary means of conveying an ILL 
photocopy request, while Academic Libraries (both 
Publicly and Privately-supported) and Special Libraries 
showed a preference towards OCLC most often. 

About 3 of 4 libraries indicated that their ILL 
photocopy requests could be filled most often either 
locally or in-state. Medical Libraries and Special 
Libraries were the most likely to have to go outside 
the state to have their photocopy requests filled. 
Privately-supported Academic Libraries and Public 
Libraries were most likely to have their ILL 
photocopies filled on the local or in-state levels. 
There was some indication that a library's geography 
might play some part in determining whether the library 
has to most often go out of state to have its photocopy 
requests filled. 

Over half of the respondents indicated that 
Publicly-supported Academic Libraries supplied them 



with the greatest number of ILL photocopies* More 
libraries from each type of library rely most heavily 
upon Publicly-supported Academic Libraries than any 
other kind of library, except for Medical Libraries 
which supply their own needs most often* 

Medical Libraries as a group proportionately tend 
to have more libraries at the highest levels of Total 
ILL activity (i*e»f total ILL transactions, for both 
books and photocopies, both incoming and outgoing) than 
any other type of library represented in the survey. 
Special Libraries as a group proportionately have the 
fewest libraries at the highest levels of Total ILL 
activity. 

When taken as a group. Privately-supported 
Academic Libraries tend to be more active as photocopy 
receivers than as photocopy suppliers. The opposite can 
be said of the Publicly-supported Academic Libraries. 
Medical Libraries do heavy volumes both in ordering and 
receiving ILL photocopies. Both Public Libraries and 
Special Libraries tend as groups to do less traffic in 
both ordering and receiving ILL photocopies than the 
other types of libraries represented in the survey. 

Over half of the respondents indicated that they 
were net receivers of ILL photocopies. About 1 in 5 
respondents said that they sent out about as many 
photocopies as they received. About 3 in 10 respondents 
said that they were net suppliers of ILL photocopies. 
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The greater majority of libraries regularly order 
ILL photocopies. This clear majority is reflected in 
the responses of each type of library surveyed. 

Of the three criteria — costr convenience, or 
speed, "cost" was the criterion chosen most often as 
the most important criterion in the ordering of ILL 
photocopies. This was still a minority response overall 
, however, as the alternate criteria of "speed" and 
"convenience" accounted for 57% of the total response 
to this question. The criterion of "cost" appears to be 
more important to the majority of libraries that 
receive the least amount of ILL photocopies. "Speed" 
becomes more and more the primary criterion for the 
greatest percentage of libraries as their volume of 
"photocopies received" increases. 

About 6 of 10 respondents know the photocopy 
charges of potential supplying libraries "all of the 
time" or "most of the time." Respondents from libraries 
receiving the greatest amount of ILL photocopies (i.e.. 
Fourth Level Activity Libraries) had very high 
awareness of other libraries' charges, while those from 
libraries doing lesser amounts of ordering had much 
less awareness generally. 

Overall, about 6 of 10 libraries passed the full 
charges of the supplying library onto their own 
patrons. The greater the volume of incoming ILL 
photocopies, the less likelihood that the individual 
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library would pass the full cost of ILL photocopies 
onto its patrons* 

Host respondents indicated concern over the costs 
of ILL photocopies received. Special Libraries as a 
group showed the least concern. Libraries with greater 
amounts of ILL photocopy orders received generally 
showed more concern as a group than libraries with a 
lesser incoming volume. Libraries that passed the full 
ILL photocopy charge of the supplying library onto 
their patrons tended as a group to be more concerned 
with costs than those libraries that did not pass on 
such charges fully. 

Most libraries regularly supply interlibrary 
photocopies. Although a good portion of the surveyed 
libraries do not charge at all for photocopies, these 
tended to be the libraries that were not in the highest 
Level of Activity for Sending Photocopies. The 
libraries that sent out the most photocopy orders also 
averaged the most expensive in ILL photocopy charges. 

Photocopy fee charges are for the most part never 
reviewed on an annual basis. Likewise, in-house cost 
studies of ILL within these libraries has only been 
done by a little more than 1 in 10 libraries. 

Almost no respondents thought that their own 
photocopy fee structure was more expensive than other 
libraries. Almost all believed they were either 
comparable to others or less expensive than others. 
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Almost 9 of 10 respondents felt they had an impact on 
the setting of ILL photocopy fee structures at their 
libraries. 

Response to the various proposed cost containment 
programs for OHIONET institutions varied from program 
to program. Of the six programs offered for all OHIONET 
libraries, the "Same Type Library — Free Photocopy" 
program drew the strongest support (46.5% "Yes" 
response). Of the two programs offered strictly for 
OHIONET Academic Libraries (one a "Free Photocopy," the 
other a "Reduced Rate" program) , the "Free Photocopy" 
program received very good support (54.7% "Yes" 
response) . 

Responses to proposed programs were analysed by 
Type of Library. Medical Libraries, Public Libraries, 
and Special Libraries did not show much interest in the 
programs offered. Privately-supported Academic 
Libraries gave good support to the "Same Type 
Libraries — Free Photocopies" program (60.5% "Yes" 
response), the "Same Type Libraries — Reduced Rate" 
program (57.1% "Yes" response), and the "All OHIONET 
Academic Libraries — Free Photocopies" program (60% 
"Yes" response). Publicly-supported Academic Libraries 
gave good support to the "Same Type Libraries — Free 
Photocopy" program (60% "Yes" response). 
Publicly-supported Academic Libraries showed much less 
inclination to be involved in a cooperative program 
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with Privately-supported Academic Libraries than was 
the case xi££ xexfiA* 

Responses to programs were also arranged by Total 
ILL Activity Level of the responding library. The "Same 
Type Libraries — Free Photocopies" program and the "All 
OHIONET Academic Libraries — Free Photocopies" program 
received the best response overall when analyc^ed in 
this manner. 

Responses to programs were last of all analysed by 
the responding library's status as a ILL photocopy 
supplier: whether they were net suppliers, net 
receivers, or whether they sent out about ^is^mrhy u/ 
photocopies as they received. Net receiving libraries 
showed much better response to the program proposals 
than net supplying libraries. 

About 7 of 10 libraries did have some sort of 
reciprocal ILL photocopy agreement already with one or 
more libraries. Types of libraries showed varying 
degrees of reciprocity. Reciprocity tended to increase 
as the amount of overall ILL Level of Activity 
increased. 

About 2 of 3 respondents said that library 
associations had either an "important part" or a "very 
important part" to play in fostering cost containment 
programs. Respondents' answers crosstabulated by 
association membership revealed some differences in the 
amount of support for this idea. 
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Respondents were asked to comment on any topic 
raised by the survey. Frustration over the multitude of 
ILL policies among libraries, the need for a statewide 
or region-wide union list, and the possibility of a 
standardized ILL fee rate among libraries were some of 
the ideas expressed. 
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PART B: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR STUDY/ACTION 



1. ENCOURAGE CATALOGING OF PERIODICALS NOT IN OCLC 
THROUGH SHARING OCLC PERIODICAL CATALOGING COSTS AMONG 
OHIONET MEMBERS 

Information availability is a prerequisite for 
information exchange . Union lists are a 
commonly-accepted means for providing an awareness of 
the availability of information found in periodicals. 
The OCLC record r while not including specific holdings, 
does indicate the general availability of holdingc for 
periodical titles. 

A means must be found to prompt more OHIONET 
libraries to include their periodical titles in the 
OCLC system. Since the inclusion of such titles 
benefits sdl of the OHIONET (and OCLC) members , the 
costs of such a project should be borne by the OHIONET 
membership collectively. How such work might be 
realistically carried out must be explored. The OHIONET 
Inter library Loan Advisory Council, among others, 
should address this issue. 

2. ESTABLISH SAME-TYPE LIBRARY UNION LISTS 

The possibility of OCLC-gene rated union lists 
contributed by similiar types of libraries within 
OHIONET should be explored. These lists could be used 
as foundations for statewide inter-type ILL photocopy 




cost containment and cooperation. The OHIONET 
membership should be polled to determine its interest 
in such union lists* 

3. ANALYSE TOTAL COST IMPLICATIONS OP INTERLIBRARY LOAN 
PHOTOCOPYING 

Without a clear picture of the total cost 
components of ILL photocopying, there cannot be 
sufficient motivation for cooperative action aiii:ed at 
cost control. This study covered one aspect of the cost 
of OHIONET ILL photocopying: the photocopy fee of the 
supplying library. In order to address the feasibility 
of any possible future ILL photocopy cost containment 
program among OHIONET institutions, more information 
should be gathered on the lifitai costs of ILL 
photocopying. The total costs would include costs to 
the supplying library (e.g., salaries, supplies, and 
postage) and the costs to the receiving library (e.g., 
supplying library charges, salaries, OCLC costs). 

An adjunct of the above study would be a study of 
the part played by the ILL photocopying fees charged by 
the supplying library. What part do such fees play in 
the overall cost picture? Do such fees sufficiently 
recover costs? Do they aid or impair the fundamental 
purpose of the Interlibrary Loan service — the transfer 
of information? 
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4. EXCHANGE IDEAS AMONG REPRESENTATIVES OP LIBRARY 
ASSOCIATIONS AND CONSORTIA WITHIN OHIO 

Representatives of library associations and 
consortia within the State of Ohio should discuss and 
explore the potential for large-scale interlibrary 
cooperation r including the interlibrary cost 
containment programs suggested by this survey. To 
coordinate such an exchange of ideas # I recommend an 
agency already linked to different elements within the 
library community r such as the State Library of Ohior 
or the Ohio Library Association. 

Different types of libraries, through their 
respective library associations (e.g., the Academic 
Library Association of Ohio, or the Special Libraries 
Association) , should explore the potential for 
state-wide cooperation, especially within their group. 
Such inter-type cooperation would not exclude but would 
complement overall efforts for cost containment by the 
broader library community. 

5. PROMOTE EQUITY IN INTERLIBRARY ARRANGEMENTS 

Lasting interlibrary cooperation is equitable to 
all concerned parties. Those libraries which supply a 
great volume of ILL photocopies bear ILL in-house costs 
greater than those libraries which supply fewer ILL 
photocopies. Whether photocopy fees charged by these 
••high-supply" libraries cover the actual costs of 



supplying these services is largely unknown, since 
in-house cost studies have, in most cases, never been 
performed. Such studies are the first step toward an 
understanding of overall ILL costs and the 
establishment of equitable ILL relationships. 

How should "high-supply" libraries be recompensed 
for their valuable service to other, smaller libraries? 
To date, their reimbursement has been through the 
assessment of higher fees. Within a broader framework 
of statewide cooperation, however, other ways in which 
they can by repaid, in whole or part, should be found. 

For example, why not link the costs of ILL 
photocopying to the costs of acquisition and 
maintenance of periodical holdings? Why not credit the 
expense for the maintenance of periodical collections, 
publicly listed on OCLC and available to other 
libraries, to these "high-supply" libraries? 

Other ideas for consideration include-: 
a) the establishment of a cooperative 
periodical acquisition system for OHIONET libraries. In 
such 8 system, each library with a lower volume of ILL 
outgoing photocopies would agree to acquire and 
maintain an additional periodical title each year. 
Photocopies from these titles #ould be sent free of 
charge to all OHIONET libraries. In this way the range 
of periodicals available to high-volume OHIONET 
libraries (as well as to other libraries) would be 




extended. All OHIONET participants vould benefit from a 
group approach to periodical title acquisition. 

b) the giving of priority service to the ILL 
photocopy requests of "high-supply" institutions. 
According the the present study, speed of service was 
more important than cost foi the majority of those 
libraries that ordered the highest number of ILL 
photocopies. It is assumed that these "high -receive" 
libraries are generally "high-supply" libraries as 
well. 

c) the establishment of a cooperative 
periodical deselection program, in which "high-supply" 
libraries are given special consideration. For example, 
a "high-supply" library might withdraw a little-used 
periodical title, provided that another library within 
the OHIONET network agrees to keep the title in 
perpetuity. The "high-supply" library frees valuable 
shelf space, while maintaining access to the title. 

The rationale for the above propo£5als is the 
establishment of a more equitable arrangement for those 
OHIONET libraries that supply the bulk of ILL 
photocopies, without placing an undue burden on the 
lower volume ILL participants. The OHIONET ILL Advisory 
Council should initiate discussion of these and similar 
ideas. 
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Appendix A: Cover Letter to 

November 16, 1984 Questionnaire 




Ut if84 



Omt Xntarllteasy htm Qpo rt t iM it or t 

tot tlw patt four ym t 1mv« mrm^ u ttm Xnteriibrary Iami Ubrmrian at 
K«vi«r Onivwsity tibraxy. Hvriiif this Um X h«v« noticed hCR^ iacmslnfly 
•spmtivv It.lws teeoM for M to b«r J>tiotocopi«s fxcp othmr l|toari«s for 
oor patroM. fte eeoto plkbtocopios porcliMod f m iifourioo ootoido oor 
local eonoettlw ara fcOMdaf i^ «^th no 

anparaat ll^t.la ai«|ht: X wooM Ufco to kiwir %4iat\o^ Imii 
paopla^ttilflf iJH^ liiicli «» all opacato. 

tKa aaeloaci oamr iirbalnf aaiit .to tiM dOaf . Xatorliteary loan param at 
oach anomt Uiknf. Ilda a«nray/ia latiMiM to fathar tMO typaa of iafor* 
Mtioat f iirat; iafocMtloii m intarXifccacy ylMteeonriaf practieao and ptoca* 
teraa« and aaoond/infotwitibn on aliat intaxaat tlma aay ba on tlia part of 
thoaa involvad in Xntwllbrary toan oparationa in oooporativa pt ei r wa daaUnf 
with Xntarlltvary torn plwtoeopylnf amf onOHtr ll^carioi. 

Mia aarvay ean ka eonplntad in a ninatan. Iteaalta of tiia acrvay will ba 
oant to tha oaxOMT Xatiriibrary iCoan Mriaory Oraieilt to anmpriata library 
aaaociationa vithia tha SUto of iMo, and to aU intaraatad aarvay parUei* 
panta. iarray raaaltn nay. Cm tha baala fdr fraatar diacaaaion and eooparaUva 
activity nnonf oncmt iibcariaa in tha Xntarlibrary loan fiaid. 

foar participation in thia aarvay will ba both naafal and inportant > Plaaaa- 
oonplato and rotam thia aarvay by WCll B tf H> HM> h aalf*addraaaodt 
atMftil anralopa ia paoridad. 

thaah yon for tahinf a foa ninataa to fiva na yonr idaaa. 



•incaraly yoon# 



Tls NeCiba 
Xntarlibrary toan 



librarian 



GMaanurto ilMitt Oahaiany 



atOO Vktecy Pnrlnray 

CiiiiMMH.otn moMoaa 
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Appendix B: Personal Information 
Sheet Accompanying Questionnaire 



PHOTOCOPYXtlG IM THE IWrBRLIBRARY LOMf SERVICE 
OF THE OHIONET LIBRARY t A SURVEY 

NAHE AND ADDRESS OF tIBRARTs • 
t 

?ERSOIC COHPLr^mG SURVEY: 
JOB TITLEt 

•♦•would you li3c« a waamAxy of the survey results? 

Yes Ho 

(Results will be aaUed la July, X985.> 

••♦May I contact you by telephone, if necessary, to clarify any 
responses? 

Yes No 

Telephone NusA>er: ( ) - 

i 
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Append I x C": Quest I onna I re 
(4 pages) 

SBCTION I: WFWItriOH CH VDUR UBRARY// PBeONM. M) ItfiTnunm HMEPSHIPS j 

Q.X PIMM l»dlc«t« «toich dascriptlQii auueactwriiM joor library tht bMtt (5) j 

(dreU om rvspooM) 

1. Acateie Ubruy in a privata iaatittttion Ciaelndaa tlMolofical or aaainaxy librarias) 
2« jicadasle Library iA a poblie inatitutiofi 

3. Nadieal Ubrary (la a boapital, a MdlcaX or noraing ^diool^or Mdical organisation) 

4. fobUc Library 

5. ipaclAl Library (la a law firs or law aaiool, 90varnMAt« iadoatry* raaaardi tixm, 

baaiaMa or corporation). 
6« Otbart Plaaaa apacify 

Doaa yoor library or anyona la your Intarlibraxy Loan aarvica bava Mabarahipa in tba 

foUowia?? (Cirola as appropriata) 

Q.2 acaaaadc Library aaaoeUtio« of Ohio (MJO) 1. Taa 2. no (6) 

Q.3 r^riran Library AaaociaUcn WLA) 1- Taa 2. Mo (7) 

Q.4 Mttricaa Soclaty for lafOnaatioa teiaaca (MX8> 1. Taa 2. Mo W 

Q.5 aaaoeUtioa of oollag^ » MmiuKch Librariaa (*caL) — * ^•^ ^ .J,' 

Q.« CatboUc Library Aaaociatioa (Oa) 1* Taa 2. bo (10) 

Q.7 nadieal Library aa a o c iation (NU) 1. Taa 2. so (11) 

Q.a Ohio Saaltii InfteMtlott Or f a n i a a tlon (OKIO) 1. Taa 2. vo U2) 

Q.9 Ohio Library AaaoeUtioo (Ota) 1. Taa 2. So (13) 

Q.IO facial Librariaa Aaaociatioa {MM 1, Taa 2. ao (W 

SECriCN II: DTOWIOH CN PaMMOya^^ PROCEDURES, IB€L OF 

iNiBUBRMnr urn /cnvnY> ad oosrs 

Q.U Ara tha graatar part of yaar pariodical titlaa (i.a., soxa than 50 parcant) catalogad 
OB tba 0C3C ayataa? (Cirda ooa ra^onaa) 

1. Taa 2. Ho 

Q.12 Ara tba graatar part of yoor pariodical holdinga (i.a.« aora than 50 parcant) found 
on any local, ragioaal, or national anio n liat? (Cirda ona ra^onaa) 

1. Taa 2. So 

Q.13 Doaa your library corrantly hava ita Intarlibrary Loan poUciaa liatad ia tha OOC 
Wiaa Itfhiiati Diraetory? (Circia ona raaponaa) 

1. Taa 2. So 

Q.14 Bava TOO found tha OCtC Wmm AiMraaa Diractory to ba halpfal to you? 
(Circia ona raaponaa) 

1. Taa 2. no 



(15) 



(16) 



(17) 



(18) 



II*A: ^ foUoving qMationa ara about your ordaring of photocopia a froa othar librariaa^ 

Q.15 Doaa your library zagularly ordar photocopiaa froa othar librariaa? (^9) 
(Circia ooa raaponaa) 

1. Taa 2. Mo 

If you raapondad 'no** to tha abova qoaation, do not coaplata tha raaaini^ part of 
Saction ZX*A. 00 iaataad to Sactioa IZ-a and coatinua tbara. Otharvisa, plaaaa continaa. 

Q.16 ahidi tool do yott uaoally aiack firat in your aalaction of potantial aupplying 
librariaa for your photocopy raquaata? (Circia ona raaponaa) 

!• Local or ragion^a union liata 

2. Waw garial Titlaa and/or tha caion Llat of sariaU 

3. OCLC 

4. ^paeial aubjact-oriantad union liata 

5. Talaphona 

6. Othart Plaaaa ipadfy , — — 

7. Do not kaoa 

Q.17 Shich of tha following thraa critarU ia aoat iayortant to you in your aalaction of 

potantial aupplying librariaa for your photocopiaa? (Circia cna raaponaa) (21) 

1. Convanianca 

2. Coat 

3. ^aad 

HaSEOOMriNUEON PftGE2 1> 
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SBCTKM Ih OQNTMfD 



QM tt«t mmm 4o ym mout pgtta wm to octe year j li oto ooyU « > (drela om xMpooM) (22) 



1. cnc tMtiriiteitjr tea 

2. Ofe-UM rmikw mewim timigk m« OflUEM« 0C« •te. 

4. o.t. haU 

5. OIlMi »]MM i9Mt4r 



Q.lt t|f« of Ukracy ■MWlii^ tte wfat—t —tiir of your |lMtoeoplM7 

iCilOlO OM fM|DMl) (23) 



X. aro*Ttr Ubnrr $m • primto iMtltotion (ioclote tbooiof leal or iilmry lihnrlot) 

2. >c aiw lo tlteofy Ui • ffokUo iMUtttlw 

3. m i icol Uteacy (la • kMpital, • —iiool or mrsiaf odiool, or — dlcol orywUatlon) 

4. MlieUteort 

5. % t cl i l tSkmgf limmUm Uxm or lav odml, fovanMst* iatetry, r aaaarch fiza« 

kttBlaaaa oc oo rj oa att oa) 
ottort »loaao aoacif r 

7. Do set fmam ' 



Q.20 noot of yoar fbotocogy r a i y n a t a ara fUMt (drda ooa raifoaaa) (24) 

X. Utor m looal aaardi 

2. JU^tar aaarchiaf i»-atata 

3. Aftar aaardilai rofloaaUy (nr«Kar«ia,oafMt«r> 
* 4. Utor aatrcliiai MtlbaaUy 

7. Do Mt ; 



0*2X Sow oftaa do yoo lunro • 9004 idaa aboat hov wmdk • ph o t o cq py roquaatad txom aaotbar 

library «iU ooat at tho timm of >oar orJoriaa? (circXa ooa ra^ooaa) (25) 

X. m of tte tiat 

2. Itoat of tka tiaa 

3. warn of tte tJaa 

4. ta fra^iantly 

5. SBt at aU 

Q.ax l ad icaf tha da^raa to alddi tha aroraga coat of f liot o c o pi aa yoo raeai^ txom otiiar 

likrarloa ia of fOoaraX ooaeorm to yoot (CireXo ooa raapoaaa) (26) 



X. 

2. Vitry 
3. 

4. a UttU 

5. Sot at aU 



Q*23 ^ oaaaral f 4o yoa paaa co to yoor patrons tha foil ooat of photocopiaa czdavod fdr 

tiMB (I.O., tiM dMrvoa of tha a^ppXylav Xibrarioa)? (Clrela ooa raapcaaa) (27) 

X. «aa 2* so 

H-B: tte ff o ll a wiat tMa ti oaa ara ateat yoor aogolTiaa of jtetoeeoiaa to otter librariaa t 



Q.ra Ooaa yoar Uteary rafoXarly aawXy fte t ocopl aa to otter librariaa? (3a) 
(drela oaa rmBaii) 



X. laa 2. te 



If yoa ra ago n dai *ao" to ^ ateva qaaation, 4o aot eo^plata tte raattwinf pazta of 
tte aarvoy. tteafc yoa for yoar partieipatioo. 



Xf yoa soivooiai "yao" to tte ateva ^aaatlaa* plaaaa ooatinaa. 



Q.2S Toar XatarXlteary taoa aacvica taaia tot (Circla oaa raapoaaa) (29) 

X. aaaA oat aaay aora ptetocepiaa ttea it raeaivaa 

2. aaai oat aora jtetoooplaa ttea it raoaivaa 

3. ani Mt ateat aa aaay itet o oopU a aa it raeaivaa 

4. faat oat fawar p te tooopia a ttea it raeaivoa 

S» atai oat far faaar f te t eoof l aa ttea it raoaivao 
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SECTION CONTINUB) 



QM Sow wdi do you rogaltf iy charge anothtr library for « ton-oxpotoro photocor^ 

roviMt? rhi9 figurv Aoold bo tho toUl diargt tihlch would include baiidlin^^xid/or 
posUgo foot, if you cluurgo for such. (aUMW that thoro is no prior agrosMnt 
bstuusn your library and tho roqaasting library on raducad raUs of any kind.) 



(30-37) 



Bow do you thialc your photooopy faa atructnra com>aras to tha photocopy faa 

atructuras of othar librariaa in ganaral? (Circla ona raaponaa) oa) 

1. mdh worm ajqpanaiva thaa avaraga 

2. Mora as^aasiva than avaraga 

3. About tba wmm aa otbar librariaa 

4. laaa axpanaiva than avaraga 

5. Par laaa axpanaiva than avaraga 
7. Do not knov 

i. (^laatioo doaa not applyt aU pbotocopiaa ara aaat fraa of charga 

Has your Zntarlibrary loan aarvica avar parformd an in-housa atudy to datandna (39) 
bow Mich it actually coata you, on araraga, to si«ply pbotocpplaa to othar librariaa? 
(Circla ona raaponaa) 

1. Taa a. mo 



Q.29 



Q.29 aov oftan do you raviaa ywr photocopy Urn atroctura? (circla ona rasponaa) 

1« Nora oftan than ooca a yaar 
S* Oaca a yaar 

3* Laaa oftan than onca a yaar 
7. Do not know 

Qoaation doaa not applys all ph ot ocoplsa ara aaat fraa of chars 

Zn tha last yaar for vbiai you hava atatiatios, what was thax 

SSiSl nmfr of tr ana a ctiona procaasad by your Intarlibrary Loan sarvica? 
(All tranaactiona, both inmalng and outgoing, for photocopiaa and bocka) 



(40) 



Q.30 

Q.31 

Q.32 
Q.33 
Q.34 



Total 



of tranaactiona 



'^■^•g of boOka loanad by your Xhtarlibrary Loan sarvica? 
' of booka loanad 



'^■^•g of books bot ro w a d by your Intarlibrary Loan sarvica? 

Itaabar of booka bo r r o wad 

SaSfeSE of photocopy ordara aant by your Intarlibrary Loan sarvica? 

Itabar of photocopy ordara aant_ 

Motfbar of ghotooopy ordara racaivad by your intarlibrary Loan sarvica? 

Aabar of p h o t ocopy ordara racaivad 



(41-47) 

(48-54) 

(55-61) 
(62-68) 
(69-75) 



Plaaaa circla -yaa," "no,- or -aayba" to indicata whathar your library al^t ba 
intarastad in parUeipating in any of tha intarlibrary photocopying prograstt proposad 
balow. Baai proposad prograa would antaU voluntary participation only, but would 
aawM that participating librariaa would bagin to antar thair psriodical tiUaa 
into tha oac ayatas if not dona so pravioualy. Suth progrM ara anviaionad aa 
inforMl in natura and sight or sdght not involva tbm diract or indiract partici- 
pation of tha oaiOMBT offica itaalf • 

Q.35 ORXOHIT librariaa of tha Ma jgm (i.a., Ac%d«Mic Library in a privata inititution, 
Aeadsaie Library in a pubUc institution, Kadical Library, Public Library, Spacial 
Library) would provida fraa photocopiae to aach othar. 

3. Ntyba 



1. Taa 



a. Mo 



(5) 



PIEASE OMriNlE ON RAGE 4 



(PAGE 3) 
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SETIQN llh OONTINUQD 



^ ^25? Ubrtrit. of th« mm ^ Ae«taie Library la « private institution, 

AcaaMle Library In a »«bIirinatlttttlon, ffadlcaX Library, mbXlTubrary, Spaclal 
Library) wxM proriaa vbotoooplaa to aach othar at a rScad rataT^ 



1* Taa 2* m 3. Nayba 



(61 



«ia foXloifinf ti» qaaatlona latandad to ba anavarad by toUaalc Library raapondanta 
SSH^ *1X othar raq^ondants plaaaa contlima at qyaatlon Msl ■ponoanta 



m OMOWff Jaggig ^^^^ provlda fraa itootocopiaa to a»rfi oth^^ 

1* Tas 2* »o 3* Nayba 

Q.3t Ml OHZOMT BcmOtmic Librarlaa aoold provida pliotocopiM to aadi othar at a 
radttcad rata > 

1. Taa 2. m 3* Na^ 

Q.3f OHIOWT librarlaa with ai^Iar larala of Intarlibrary Loan activity ^Knild nrrmism 
photoooplas to •acto oOiar. ' ^ 

1* Taa 2* Wo 3. Mqrba 

Q.iO cmcmx librarlaa ^^^^X^thmOm of mtarlibragy Loan activity mt^m »ir^<^^ 
photocoplaa to Mch otiiar at a radacad^tT ^ ^ F^roraaa 

Taa 2* Mo 3. 

Q.41 Ml cmomt librarlaa Konld proyida fraa photocopiaa to aach othar ^ 
1* Taa 2. So 3* Hayba 

Q.42 *1X OPOfT Ubrari— imld proyida iCiotocopiaa to aach othar at a radocad rata . 
1* Taa 2* So 3. Hayba 

Q.43 At peasant, doas your library h«ya any aort of radprocal agraa^nt irith anothar 
libcary or librarlaa fdr fraa or raducad-rato pbotocor^laa? 

1. Taa 2. SO 

C.44 Mhat part do yoa think library aaaocUtiona ahould play in foatarino prooroM as 
tboss proposad abova? 

1* Vary ispottant part 
2* important part 
3* Sam part 
4* Mino£ part 
5. No part 

p.45 Plaaaa dascriba tha Isval to nhidi you youraalf parUdpata or hava inf lutnca in tha 
satting of tha Intarlibrary Loan photocopy faa policy at your llbraryt 
X* Baayily iayolvad oq^ h«ya aajor influaoca 

2. Much inyoXyad or hanra madt ^nfluanca 

3. XmroXyad, or bava infXoanca 

4. SoMwhat inyoXyad, or hava a UttXa influanca 

5. No InvolyaMnt, or hava no iufluanca 
8. Quaatioo ddas not apply 



(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 
(11) 
(12) 

(13) 
114) 



(15) 



OQttBfTS: Plaaaa mrits any unmuts you nay hw about tha.topica ca.-arad within this 
•uryay. Xf you naad additional spaca, usa tha back of thia paga. 



TWHK YOi RDR VOIR fWriCIPATION IN THIS SlSt/Ef. 
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Appendix D": Follow up Letter of 
February 6, 1985 




KcOoMldMcMUl Ubmy 



February 6, 1985 



DMT Interllbrary Loan Ooordinatort 

I htif r«c«ivtd and r«vi«wtd ovar 150 raspooMs to th« survay in ^idi yoa 
participatad in Hovaabar, 1994. Xn raviawin? tha xa^ponaaa» I hava found that 



raapondin? library^ raaoltad in that library* a baing inappropriataly axcludad 
froA ccaplating tha aorvay. You ara anong 29 librariaa that had baan axcludad 
in thia way. 

Would you plaasa anawar and ratum tha encloaad unanawerad portion of tha 
aurvay (highlightad in rad) by Fabroary 26th ao that your anawera can ba 
includad in tha final tally of raanlta? An addraaaad^ ataapad anvalppa ia 



Thank you for your patianca in raaponding to my raquaat. A auaMary of tha 
raaulta will ba aant to tha ORIONET Xntarlibrary Loan Advisory council. You 
will alao racaiva a auoMry of tha raaulta in July« 1965. 



I includad two quaatiooa on that aurvay which« if anawarad "No** by tha 



anclosad* 



ThanJca again* 



rim KcCaba 

Xntarlibrary Loan 



Librarian 



aMOVktofyParfnriQr 

Oartaa a rt , oiuo mor-ttm 




Appendix E: Map of Ohio Divided 
Up by Telephone Area Code 
Numbers 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



AfDpendix F 



OHIONET Libraries Participating in the Survey 



Anderson, Maojmee, OH 

Olive Kettering Memorial Litrary, Antioch College, Yellov Springs, OH 
Ashland Chemical Company Technical Information Center, Columhus, OH 
Athenaeum of Ohio, Eugene Maly Memorial Lihrary, Cincin.aati, OH 
Armco Inc. Technical Information Services, Middletown, OH 
ATE Maneigement Service Co* Lihrary, Cincinnati, OH 
B*F* Goodrich Co., Charles Cross Goodrich Lihrary, Brecksville, OH 
Baldwin-Wallace College, Hitter Lihrary, Berea, OH 
Battelle Columhus Laboratories Lihrary. Columhus, OH 
Bluffton College 5 Musselman Lihrary, Bluffton, OH 
Bowling Green State University Libraries, Bowling Green, OK 
Bowling Green State University, Fireland College Library, 
Huron, OH 

Brentwood Hospital Lihraary, Warrensville Heights, OH 

Butler County Law Lihraary Association, Hamilton, OH 

Capital Iftiiversity Lihraa^r, Co^-umhus, OH 

Capital University Law School Library, Columbus, OH 

Career Development Center Library, Shaker Heights, OH 

Case Western Resei*ve University, Freiberger Library, Cleveland, OH 

Cedaarville College Library, Cedarville, OH 

Kettering College of Medical Arts, Learning Resource Center, 

Kettering, OH 
ChemiccuL Abstracts Service Library, Columbus, OH 
Children's Hospital, Research Foundation Library, Cincinnati, OH 
Chillicothe & Ross County Public Library, Chillicothe, OH 
Cincinnati Historical Society Libraiy, Cincinnati, OH 
Cincinnati Milacron, Inc Corporate Information Center, 

Cincinnati, OH 
Cincinnati Teclmical College Learning Resource Center, 

Cincinnati, OH 
Clark Technical College Learning Resource Center, 

Springfield, OH 
Cleveland HecuLth Science Libriiiy, Cleveland, OH 
Cleveland Heights-University Heights Public Library, 

Cleveland Heights, OH 
Cleveland Institute of Aj.*t, Jessica Gund Memorial Library, 

Cleveland, OH 
Cleveland Public Library, Cleveland, OH 

Cleveland Marshall College of Law, Joseph W* Bartunek III Law 

Libraiy, Clevelend, OH 
College of Mt* St* Jospeh on the Ohio, Archbishop Alter Library, 

Mt* St* Joseph, OH 
College of Wooster, Andrews Library, Wooster, OH 
Colicnbus Law Library Association, Columbus, OH 
Cuyahoga Community College Learning Resources Center, 

Parma, OH 

Dalton-Dalton-Newport Library^ Cleveland, OH 

Dayton & Montgomery County Public Library, Dayton ,*^H 

Denison Iftiiversity Libraries, Granville, OH 

Dow Chonical USA, Granville Research Center, Granville, OH 



OHIONET Libraries Participating in the Survey 

continued 

Edison State Comunity College Library, Piqua, OH 
Elyria Public Library, Elyria, OH 

Ernst & Whinney, National Office Library,. Cleveleiid, OH 

Fairfield County District Libraary, Lancaster^ OH 

Pindlay-Hancock County Public Library, Findlay, OH 

Franklin University Library, Columbus, OH 

Geauga Coimty Public Library, Char don, OH 

Gould Inc., Ocean Systems Information Center, Cleveland, OH 

Greene County District Library, Xenia, OH 

Mt. Carmel Medical Center Library, Columbus, OH 

Hebrew Union College, Jewish Institute of Religion Library, 

Cincinnati, OH 
Heidelberg College, Beeghly Library, Tiffin, OH 
Hiram College, Teachout-Price Memorial Library, Hiram, OH 
Hocking Technical College Library, Nelsonville, OH 
Iii5)erial Clevite Inc. Library, Cleveland, OH 
Jackson City Library, Jackson, OH 

John Cairroll University, Grasselli Library^ University Heights 
John Mclntire Public Library, Zanesville, OH 
Kent State University Libraries, Kent, OH 

Kent State University, Stark Campus Learning Resource Center, 
Canton, OH 

Kent State Ifeiversity, Trumbull Campus Library, Warren, OH 
Kenyon College, Gordon Keith Chambers Memorial Library, 
Gambier, OH 

Lake Erie College, J.F. Lincoln Learning Resource Center, 

Painesville, OH 
Lakeland Community College Library, Mentor, OH 
Lakewood Public? Library, Lakewood, OH 
Lane Public Library, Hamilton, OH 
Lima Public Library, Lima, OH 
Lloyd Library, Cincinnati, OH 
Lorain Public Library, Lorain, OH 
Mansfield General Hospital Library, Mansfield, OH 
Mansfield-Richland. County Public Library, Mansfield, OH 
Miarietta College, Dawes Memorial Library, Marietta, OH 
Marion Public Library, Marion, OH 
Merion Technical College Library, Marion, OH 
Msdical College of Ohio at Toledo, R.H. Molford Library, 

Toledo, OH 

Medina Co\mty District Library, Medina, OH 

Meigs County Public Library, Pomeroy, OH 

Mercy Hospital, Edward L. Bums Health Sciences Library, 

Toledo, OH ' 
Methodist jTheoiogical School in Ohio Library, Delaware, OH 
Miami University, ^ Edgiar W. King Library, Oxford, OH 
m ftwif ? Tjn-f yA-rf^Hy ^ Hamilton Campus, Rent schler Library, 

HamiitOTi.OH ^ \ - 
Mbriey^ Library, Painesville, OH 



OHIONET Libraries Participating in the Survey- 
continued 

Mount Union College Library, Alliance, OH 

Mt, Vernon Kazarene College Library, Mt# Vernon, OE 

Ohio Ifoiversity, Zanesville Campus Library, Zanesville, OH 

National Water Well Association, Vorthington, OH 

Nelsonville Public Library, Nelsonville^ OH 

Northeastern Ohio Universities College of Medicine, Basic 

Medical Sciences Library, Rootstovn, OH 
Northwest- Technical -College Library, Archbold, OH 
Oberlin College Library, .Oberlin, OH 

Ohio Agricultural Research & Development Center Library, 
Wooster, OH 

Ohio College of Podiatric Medicine Library,. Cleveland, OH 
Ohio Dominican College Library, Columbus, OH 
Ohio Enyiroimental Proteptipn Agency Library, Colmbus, OH 
Ohio Historical Socijety' Library, Columbus, OH 
Ohio Legislative Sei^c'e' Co]imission Library, Colmnbus, OH 
Ohio Northern University, Heterick Memorial Library i 
Ada, OH 

Ohio Northern University, Jay P. Taggart Memorial Law Library, 
Ada, OH 

Ohio State University, College of Law Library, Columbus, OH 

Ohio University, Vernon R. Alden Library, Athens, OH 

Ohio University, Liancastex? Library, Lancaster, OH 

Ohio Wesleyan University,' L. A. Beegjily Library, Delaware, OH 

Otterbeiri College,. Courtrij^it Memorial Library, Westerville, OH 

Owens Technical College Library, Toledo, OH 

Pickaway County District Public Library, Circleville, OH 

Pike County Public Library, Waveriy, OH 

Pontifical College Josephinim, Wehrle Memorial Library, 

Worthington, OH 
Portage County District- Library , Hiram, OH 
Porter Public Library^ West lake, OH 
Public Library of Cincinnati and Hamilton County, 

Cincinnati, OH 

Public Library of Columbus and Franklin County, Columbus, OH 

Raymond Walters General & Technical College Library, Blue Ash, OH 

Rio Grande College, Jeanette Albiez Davis Library, Rio Grande, OH 

Riverside Methodist Hospital, Libraiy Resource Center, Columbus, OH 

Shaker .Heists City .School District, Shaker Heights, OH 

Shaker Heij^ts Public Library, Shaker Heights, OH 

Shawnee Stato; College 'Library, Portsmouth, OH 

Sidney Publiv-i^tlbrary, Sidney, OH 

St, Charles Hospital Library, Oregon, OH 

St. Vincent Hospital & Medical Center, Health Science Library, 

Toledo, OH . 
Stark County;. District Library, Canton, OH 
Stow Publi<^rLibria^ Stow, OH 
Wenstori piablit Library, Wellston, OH 

Terra Technical College,. Learning Resource Center, Fremont, OH 



OHIONET Libraries Participating in the Survey 

continued 

Toledo Hospital Medical Library, Toledo, OH 
Toledo-Lucas County Public Library, Toledo, OH 
Trinity Lutheran Seminary Library, Columbus, OH 
United Theological Seminary Library, Dayton, OH 
University of Akron, Law Library, Akron, OH 
University of Cincinnati Libraries, Central Library, 
Cincinnati, OH 

University of Cincinnati Medical Center Libraiy, Cincinnati, OH 
Robert S. Marx Law Library, Cincinnati, OH 
University of Dayton, Roesch Librarj', Dayton, OH 
University of Dayton, Law Library, Dayton, OH 
University of SteubenviUe , Stainraggi Memorial Library, 

Stuebenville, OH 
University of Toledo, William S- Carlson Library, Toledo, OH 
Urbana College, Swedenborg Memorial Library, Urbana, OH 
Walsh College Library, Canton, OH 
Warren-Trumbull County Public Library, Warren, OH 
Washington Technical College LRC, Marietta, OH 
Western Reserve Historical Society, History Library, 

Cleveland, OH 
Westerville Public Library, WesterviUe, OH 
Wilberforce University, Learning Resources Center, 

Wilberforce, OH 
Wilmington College, Sheppard Arthur Watson Library, 

Wilmington, OH 
Wittenberg University, Thomas Library, Springfield, OH 
Wood County District Public Library, Bowling Green, OH 
Worthington Public Library, Worthington, OH 
Wright State Tftiiversity Library, Dayton, OH 
Wright State University, Health Sciences Library, Dayton, OH 
Wright State University Library, Western Ohio Branch Campus, 

Celina, OH 

Xavier University, McDonald Memorial Library, Cincinnati, OH 
Youngstown State University Library, Youngstown, OH 
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AjDpendix G 



OHIONET LiT)raries Not Responding to the Mailed Questionnaire 

Adria Laboratories, Inc* Library, Coliimbus, OH 
Akron-Siamnit County Public Library, Akron, OH 
Ashland College Library, Ashland, OH 
Bexiey Public Library, Clyde, OH 
Burton Public Library, Burton, OH 

Case Western Reserve Iftiiversity Law Library, Cleveland, OH 

Central State University, Hallie Q» Brown MemoriCLL Library, 
Wilberforce, OH 

Cincinnati Bible Seminary Libraiy, Cincinnati, OH 

Cincinnati Law Library Association, Cincinnati, OH 

Clevel'and Institute of Music Library, Cleveland, OH 

Cleveland State University Libraries, Cleveland, OH 

Columbus City School Library, Columbus, OH 

Columbus Technical Institute, Educational Resources Center, 
.Columbus, OH 
+ Cuyahoga County Public Library, Cleveland, OH 

Defiance College j Wayne. Libraury & Instructional Resource Center, 
Defiance, OH 

Euclid Public Library, Euclid, OH 
+ Findlay College, Shafer Libreiry, Findlay, OH 

Goodyecu' Aerospace Corporation Library, Akron, OH 

Grove City Public Librairy, Grove City, OH 

Herbert Wescoat Memorial Library, McArthur, OH 

Lebanon Correctional Institution Library, Lebanon, OH 

Logan-Hocking County District Library, Logan, OH 

Malone College, Everett L, Cattell Library, Canton, OH 

Matthew A* Baxter School of Library and Information Science, Case 
Western Reserve IMiversity, Cleveland, OH 

McKinley Memorial Library, Niles, OH 

Mead Corp., Central Research Library, Chillicothe, OH 

Miami University— Middletown, Gardner-Harvey Library, Middletown ,0H 

Middletown Public Library, Middletown, OH 

Midland-Ross Corp* Library, Cleveland, OH 

Muskingum College Library, New Concord, OH 

Nordson Corp, Technical Information Center, Westlake, OH 

Oberlin Public. Library, Oberlin*, OH 

Ohio State University Libraries, Colximbus, OH 
# Ohio IMiversity, Belmcnt County Campus Libraary, Saint Clairsville ,0H 

Ohio IMiversity, Chillicothe Library, Chillicothe, OH 

Ohio Valley Area Library, Wellston, OH 

Owens-Illinois Technical/Business Information Services, Toledo, OH 
Owens-Coming Fiberglass Corp,^ Technical Data Center, Granville, OH 
Portsmouth Public Library, Portsmouth, OK 

Procter & Gamble Company, Miami Valley Laboratories Technical Library, 

Cincinnati, OH 
Ross Laboratories Library, Columbus, OH 

Sinclair Commxmity College, Learning Resoiirces Center, Dayton, OH 
Southern State Community College Library, Wilmington, OH 
St, Joseph Hospital, Medical Staff Library, Lorain, OH 



OHIONET Libraries Not Responding to the Mailed Quest ionnaire,cont. 

State Library of Ohio, Columbus, OH 

Supreme Court of Ohio, Law Library, Columbus, OH 

SCM Corp., Technical lufonaation Services, Strongsville , OH 

Sohio Chemical Company Information Center, Cleveland, OH 

Timken Company, Research Library, Canton, OH 

Ifaiversity of Akron, Bierce Lihrary, Akron, OH 

IMiversity of Toledo, Lav Lihrary, Toledo, OH 

Upper Arlington Puhlic Lihrary, Upper Arlington, OH 

Ursuline College Lihrary, Cleveland, OH 

Wayne County Public Library, Wooster, OH 

Wright State University Lihrary, Piqua Branch, Pi qua, OH 

Public Library of Youngstown & Mahoning County, Youngstown, OH 

Jefferson County Technical College Lihrary, Steuhenville , OH 



OHIONET Lihraries that Returned the Questionnaire hut Excluded 
Themselves from the Survey 

Edgar Dale Media Center Lihrary, Columhus, OH 
Briggs-Lawrence County Puhlic Lihrary, Ironton, OH 
NCR Coi^. Technical Lihrary, Dayton, OH 

Northeast Ohio Multipxirpose Arthritis Center, Cleveland, OH 
Oherlin Conservatory of Music, Mary M. Vail Music Lihrary, 
dberlin, OH 



+ Returned completed survey too late to be included in 

study. 

# Returned uncompleted survey after the return cut off 

date. 

Note: A survey was mailed to the Library of Ridihalgh , Eggers 
and Associates, but was returned as undeliverable • 



164 



V 1 Type of Library 



H 



VALUE LABEL 

Academic, Private 

Academic, Piiblic 

Medical 

Public 

Special 

Other 

Not Ascertained 



VALUE 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
9 

TOTAL 



VALID CUM 
FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



40 
30 
14 
37 
25 
5 
1 



26.3 
19.7 

9.2 
24.3 
16.4 

3.3 
.7 



26.5 
19.9 

9.3 
24.5 
16.6 

3.3 
MISSING 



26.5 
46.4 
55.6 
80.1 
96.7 
100.0 



152 



100.0 



100.0 



VALID CASES 



151 



MISSING CASES 
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V 47 Geographic Zone of Library within Ohio 



VALUE LABEL 

Northeast Ohio 

Northwest Ohio 

Southwest Ohio 

Southeast Ohio/ 
Colxunbus, Ohio Area 



VALID CUM 
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



216 
419 
513 
614 



45 
23 
37 
47 



29.6 
15.1 
24.3 
30.9 



29.6 
15.1 
24.3 



29.6 
44.7 
69.1 



30.9 100.0 



TOTAL 



152 



100.0 



100.0 



VALID CASES 



152 



MISSING CASES 
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V 11 Greater Part of Periodicals Cataloged on OCLC 



VALUE LABEL 

Yes 
No 

Not Ascertained 



VALID CUM 
VT^UE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



1 
2 
9 

TOTAL 



46 

104 
2 



30.3 
68.4 
1.3 



30.7 
69.3 
MISSING 



30.7 
100.0 



152 



100.0 



100.0 



VALID CASES 150 MISSING CASES 
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V 11 Greater Part of Periodicals Cataloged on OCLC: "Yes" or "No" 
BY V 1 Type of Library 

V 1 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS^ 3 



V 11 
Yes 



No 



OS 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



COUNT • 














ROW PCT' 


Academic 


Academic 


Medical 


Public 


Special 


Other 


COL PCT' 


^Private 


, Public 










TOT PCT' 


1* 


2' 


3 




t • 


6' 


1 t 


10 , 


18 . 


3 


8 


6 » 






22.2 , 


40.0 , 


6.7 


1 17.8 


« 13.3 » 






25.0 , 


62.1 , 


21.4 


1 22.2 








6.7 , 


12.1 1 


2.0 


r 5.4 


1 4.0 f 




2 » 


30 . 


11 t 


11 


r 28 


19 . 


5 « 




28.8 , 


10.6 , 


10.6 


1 26.9 


t 18.3 f 


4.8 » 




75.0 , 


37.9 . 


78.6 


1 77.8 


1 76.0 » 


100.0 t 




20.1 , 


7.4 , 


7.4 , 


18.8 


t 12.8 t 


3.4 t 




40 


29 


14 


36 


25 


5 



26.8 



19.5 



9.4 



24.2 



16.8 



CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F.<5 
18.70218 5 0.0022 1.510 3 of ^^^^^^-0%) 

DEPENDENT 



LAMBDA 



SYMMETRIC 
0.09740 



1.510 
WITH V 

DEPENDENT 



CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 

PEARSON'S R 

GAMMA 



0.15556 
VALUE 

0.33395 
0.14464 
0.18184 



0.07339 
SIGNIFICANCE 

0.0392 



3.4 



ROW 
TOTAL 



45 
30.2 



104 
69.8 



149 
100.0 
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V 48 
BY V 11 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



Total ILL Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
Greater Part of Periodicals Cataloged on OCLC: "Yes" or "No" 
V 11 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 23 



V 48 



1.00 



First Level 
Activity 



2.00 

Second Level 
Activity 



3.00 
Biird Level 
Activity 



4.00 
Fourth Level 
Activity 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



• Yes 


No 


ROW 






TOTAL 


J. 






t ' • 


2d , 


32 


•51 O 


/o. J. , 


24.8 


• 16.7 , 


2£w7 , 




• 5.4 , 


19.4 , 




9 10 , 


• 

22 , 


32 


J 31.3 , 


68.8 , 


24.3 


1 23.8 , 


25.3 , 




. 7.8 , 


17.1 , 




1 8 ] 


25 ] 


33 


• 24.2 , 


75.8 , 


25.6 


• ^^-0 . 


28.7 , 






19.4 , 




! 17 [ 


15 \ 


32 


53.1 


46.9 , 


24.8 


! ^^^^ ! 


17.2 , 






11.6 , 




4?. 


87 


129 


32.6 


67.4 


100.0 
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V 12 Greater Part of Periodical Holdings on a Union List 



VALID CUM 

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



Yes 


1 


111 


73.0 


74.0 74.0 


No 


2 


39 


25.7 


26.0 100.0 


Not Ascertained 


9 


2 


1.3 


MISSING 




TOTAL 


152 


100.0 


100.0 



VALID CASES 150 MISSING CASES 2 
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V 12 Greater Part of Periodical Holdings on Union List: "YeS/" or "No" 
BY V 1 Type of Library 

V 1 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS** 3 



Yes 



No 



V 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



CHI-SQUARE D.F 
19.36725 5 



COUNT • 


















ROW PCT' 


Academic 


Academic 


Medical 


Public 


Special 


Other 


ROW 


COL PCT* 


, Private 


^Public 










TOTAL 


TOT PCT* 






2' 


3 


• 4 


' 5* 


6' 




1 • 


34 


• 


23 , 


14 


1 25 


1 12 , 


2 , 


110 




30.9 




20.9 , 


12.7 


, 22.7 


10.9 , 


1.8 , 


73.8 




85.0 




76.7 


100 0 


71 A 




An n 






22.8 




15.4 , 


9.4 


, 16.8 


, 8.1 , 


1.3 , 




2 • 


6 




7 ] 




• 10 


r 13 , 


3 , 


39 




15.4 




17.9 , 




, 25.6 


33.3 , 


7.7 , 


26.2 




15.0 




23.3 , 




, 28.6 , 


52.0 , 


60.0 , 






4.0 




4.7 , 




f ^-"^ 


8.7 , 


2.0 , 






40 




30 


14 


35 


25 


5 


149 




26.8 




20.1 


9.4 


23.5 


16.8 


3.4 


100.0 


. SIGNIFICANCE 


MIN E.F. CELLS WITH 


E.F.<5 









0.0016 

SYMMETRIC 



1.309 3 of 12 (25.0%) 

WITH V 12 WITH V 1 

DEPENDENT DEPENDENT 



LAMBDA 



0.06081 



CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 

PEARSON •S R 

GAMMA 



0.05128 

VALUE 

0.33916 
0.27752 
0.43467 



0.06422 
SIGNIFICANCE 

0.0003 
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V 49 
BY V 12 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



V 49 

1.00 

First Level 

Activity 



2.00 

Second Level 
Activity 



3.00 
Third Level 
Activity 



4.00 

Fourth Level 
Activity 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



Photocopy Orders Sent Activity Level: First to Fourth Lev 1 Activity 
Greater Part of Periodical Holdings on Union List; "Yes," or "No" 
V 12 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 37 

8 



• Yes 


No 


ROW 






TOTAL 


' 1' 


2 • 




"1 f\ 

1 1 


• 

9 , 


28 


1 67.9 , 


32.1 , 


24.3 


22.4 , 


30.0 , 




! 16.5 , 


7.8 , 






• 

10 , 


29 


65.5 


34.5 , 


25.2 


22.4 


33.3 , 




! 16.5 ] 


8.7 , 




! 24 \ 


5 \ 


29 


! 82.8 


17.2 ^ 


25-2 


! 


16.7 




! 20.9 


4.3 ] 




! 23 ] 


6 ] 


29 


! 79.3 


20.7 


25.2 


27.1 \ 


20.0 




20.0 


5.2 




85 


30 


115 


73.9 


26.1 


100.0 



X 
E- 

9 



8 
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& Q 
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H pa 
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V 47 
BY V 12 

COUNT 



Geographic 'Zone of Library within Ohio 

Greater Part of Periodical Holdings on a Union List: "Yes" or "No" 
V 12 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 2 



ROW PCT' 


Yes 


No 


ROW 


COL PCT' 






TOTAL 


















216 ' 


35 ' 


9 ' 


44 


Northeast ' 


79.5 ' 


20.5 ' 


29.3 


Ohio ' 


31.5 • 


23.1 ' 






23.3 ' 


6.0 ' 




419 » 


17 ' 


6 ' 


23 


Northwest • 


73. r ' 


26.1 • 


15.3 


Ohio • 


15.3 ' 


15.4 ' 






11.3 ' 


4.0 ' 




513 , 


30 I 


7 , 


37 


Southwest 


81.1 , 


38.9 , 


24.7 


Ohio ^ 


27.0 , 


17.9 , 






20.0 , 


4.7 , 




614 


29 1 


17 \ 


46 


Southeast 


63.0 , 


37.0 , 


30.7 


Ohio/ 


26.1 , 


43.6 , 




Columbus ^ 


19.3 , 


11.3 , 




Area 








COLUMN 


111 


39 


150 


TOTAL 


74.0 


26.0 


100.0 
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V 13 ILL Policies 



in 



the OCLC Name-Address Directory 



VALUE LABEL 

Yes 
No 

Not Ascertained 



o 

EH 



VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT 



VALID CASES 



146 



1 
2 
9 

TOTAL 
MISSING CASES 



85 
61 
6 



152 



55,9 
40,1 
3.9 



VALID CUM 
PERCENT PERCENt^ 

58,2 
41,8 

MISSING 



100.0 



100.0 



174 



ERIC 



V 13 ILL Policies in OCLC Name-Address Directory: "Yes," or " 
BY V 1 Type of Library 

V 1 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS*** 



V 13 
Yes 



No 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



COUNT ' 














ROW PCT' 


Academic 


Academic 


Medical 


Public 


Special 


Other 


CUL PCT' 


f Private 


f Public 










TOT PCT' 






O 




D 


b 


1 • 


20 


15 1 


9 


! 24 


15 


1 




23.8 


17.9 


10.7 


^ 28.6 




1.2 \ 




DZ • o 


DU • u 




bo . b 


bD . d 


on n 






lU . o 


b . ^ 


lb .b 


10 . 3 


. 7 


2 ' 


18 


15 


5 


11 


1 8 ] 


4 ] 




29.5 [ 


24.6 ' 


8.2 


[ 18.0 




6.6 ^ 




47.4 1 


50.0 


35.7 


\ 31.4 




80.0 ^ 




12.4 [ 


10.3 


3.4 


! "^-^ 


5.5 ] 


2.8 




38 


30 


14 


35 


23 


5 




26.2 


20.7 


9.7 


24.1 


15.9 


3,4 



CHI- SQUARE D.F. 
6.52297 5 



LAMBDA 



SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F.<5 



0.2586 

SYMMETRIC 
0.04167 



2.103 
WITH VI 3 
DEPENDENT 

0.04918 



CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 

PEARSON'S R 

GAMMA 



VALUE 
0.20748 
-0.06974 
-0.10619 



2 of 12 (16.7%) 
WITH Vl 

DEPENDENT 
0.03738 

SIGNIFICANCE 



0.2022 
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V 14 OCLC Name- Address Directory Helpful 



VALUE LABEL 

Yes 
No 

Not Ascertained 



VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT 



1 

2 
9 



71 
65 
16 



46,7 
42.8 
10.5 



VALID CUM 

PERCENT PERCENT 

52.2 52.2 

47.8 100.0 

MISSING 



TOTAL 152 100.0 100.0 

VALID CASES 136 MISSING CASES 16 
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V 14 OCLC Name- Address Directory Helpful: "Yes," or "No" 
BY V 1 Type of Library 

V 1 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS'^- 17 



V 14 
Yes 



No 



CO 
H 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



CHI-SgUARE D>P, 
5.64619 5 

LAMBDA 



COUNT ' 














ROW PCT' 


Academic 


Academic 


Medical 


Public 


Special 


Other 


COL PPT' 


f Jm ^ V CI k»W 


• Public 










TOT PPT' 












6' 


1 ' 


17 ', 


16 , 


6 


16 




1 , 




24.3 , 


22.9 , 


8.6 


22.9 


1 20.0 , 


1.4 , 




47 2 






47 1 












A A 
. ft 


11 Q 


in A 


7 

* 1 


2 ' 


19 


10 ] 


7 




1 7 , 


4 \ 




29.2 , 


15.4 , 


10.8 


, 27.7 


1 10 1 


G.2 , 




52.8 , 


38.5 , 


53.8 


, 52.9 


33.3 , 


80.0 , 




14.1 , 


7.4 , 


5.2 


, 13.3 


. 5.2 , 


3.0 , 




36 


26 


13 


34 


21 


5 




26.7 


19.3 


9.6 


25.2 


15.6 


3.7 



SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F.<5 



0.3422 

SYMMETRIC 
0.04878 



2.407 2 of 12 (16.7%) 
WITH V14 WITH VI 



DEPENDENT 
0.12308 

VALUE 



CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 

PEARSON'S R 

GAMMA 



0.20036 
-0.00595 
-0.02944 



DEPENDENT 
0.00000 

SIGNIFICANCE 
0.4727 



ROW 
TOTAL 



70 
51.9 



65 
48.1 



135 
100.0 
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V 16 Tool Checked First 



VALUE LABEL VALUE ' FREQUENCY 

Local or Regional 

Union List 1 73 

New Serial Titles or 2 5 
Union List of Serials 

OCLC 3 50 

Subject Union Lists 4 1 

Telephone 5 4 

Others. C 10 

Not Applicable 8 1 

Not Ascertained 9 8 

TOTAL 152 

VALID CASES 143 MISSING CASES 9 



VALID CUM 
PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



48.0 51.0 51.0 

3.3 3.5 54.5 

32.9 35.0 89.5 

.7 .7 90.2 

2.6 2.8 93.0 

6.6 7.0 100.0 

.7 MISSING 

5 . 3 MISSING 

100.0 100.0 
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NUMBER OF MISSING CBSERVATIONS= ic 



V 16 Tool caiecked First 
BY V 1 Type of Library 
V 1 

CXDUNT 

ROW PCT' Academic Academic Medical Public Special Other 
COL PCT' , Private , Public 

TOT PCT' 1' 2' 3' 4' 5' 6 



V 16 



Local or 
Regional 
Union List 



New Serial 
Titles or U, 
List of 
Serials 



in 

H 



OCLC 



Subjech Union 
List 



Telephone 



Other Means 



179 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



19 
26. 4i 
48.7 
13.4 



4 

80.0 
10.3 
2.8 



15 
30.0 
38.5 
10.6 



1 

10.0 
2.6 
.7 



39 
27.5 



15 
20.8 
53.6 
10.6 



12 
24.0 
42.9 
8.5 



1 

25.0 
3.6 
.7 



13 
18.1 
92.9 
9.2 



1 

100.0 
7.1 
.7 



16 
22.2 
47.1 
11.3 



11 
22.0 
32.4 



1 

25.0 
2.9 
.7 



6 

60.0 
17.6 
4.2 



28 
19.7 



14 
9.9 



34 
23.9 



7 

9.7 
31.8 
4.9 



11 
22.0 
50.0 
7.7 



2 

50.0 
9.1 
1.4 



2 

20.0 
9.1 
1.4 



22 
15.5 



2 

2.8 
40.0 
1.4 



1 

20.0 
20.0 
.7 



1 

2.0 
20.0 
.7 



1 

10.0 
20.0 
.7 



5 

3.5 



ROW 
TOTAL 



72 
50.7 



5 

3.5 



50 
35.2 



1 
.7 



4 

2.8 



10 
7.0 



142 
100.0 
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V 

BY V 



50 
16 



Photocopy Orders Received Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
Tool Checked First 

V16 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS^ 43 



COUNT 



ROW PCT' 


LOCdX/ 






Tele- 


Other 


ROW 


COL PCT' 


Regional 


ULS 




phone 


Tool 


TOTAL 




Tin ion 1 




.J) 










List ' 












1.00 • 


16 


1 ' 


7 




1 • 


25 


First Level ' 




A n 1 

fi . U ' 










Activity ' 


. o 








1 on n 1 






14.7 ' 


.9 


6.4 




1 Q 1 




2.00 ' 


14 




13 




1 


28 


Second Level ' 


50.0 




46.4 




3.6 


25.7 


Activity ' 


25.0 




31.0 




20.0 






12.8 




11.9 




1 .9 




3.00 ' 


12 


2 


9 


3 


\ 1 


27 


inj.rci Licvex 


44.4 


7.4 


33.3 


11.1 


3.7 \ 


24.8 


r» f* T T7 "1 f* XT 

rlC> U^V J. l^Y 


21.4 


66.7 


21.4 


100.0 


20.0 1 






11.0 


1.8 


8.3 




1 .9 \ 




4.00 


14 




13 




\ 2 \ 


29 


Fourth Level ' 


48.3 




1 44.8 




\ ^-^ ! 


26.6 


Activity 


25.0 




1 31.0 




40.0 \ 






12.8 












COLUMN 


56 


3 


42 


3 


5 


109 


TOTAL 


51.4 


2.8 


38.5 


2.8 


4.6 


100.0 
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182 



V 18 How Photocopies Are Most Ofte,i Ordered 



O 



VALUE LABEL 

OCLC ILL Subsystem 

Online Vendor 

Telephone 

U.S. Mail 

Other 

Not Applicable 
Not Ascertained 



VALID CUM 
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
8 
9 

TOTAL 



o9 
1 
23 
47 
9 
1 
2 

152 



45.4 
.7 
15.1 
30.9 
5.9 
.7 
1.3 

100.0 



46.3 
• 7 
IE. 4 
31.5 
6.0 
MISSING 
MISSING 

100.0 



46.3 
47.0 
62.4 
94.0 
100.0 



VALID CASES 



149 



MISSING CASES 
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ERIC 



V 50 Photocopy Orders Received Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
BY V 18 How Photocopies Are Most Often Ordered 

V 18 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 38 



00 
H 

















ROW PCT' 


OCLC ILL 


Online 


Tele- 


U.S. 


Other 


ROW 


COL PCT' 


Subsystem Vendor 


phone 


Mail 


Means 


TOTAL 


TOT PCT' 


1' 


2 


3 


4' 


5' 






8 ' 




8 ' 








^ 5° 1.00 • 




11 ' 




27 


First Level • 


.o ' 




29.6 


40.7 • 


• 


23.7 


Activity • 


14.0 • 




44.4 


33.3 ' 








7.0 « 




7.0 


9.6 ' 






2.00 • 


14 \ 


1 


1 


12 


2 ^ 


30 


Second Level • 


46. 7 ' 


3.3 


3.3 


40.0 \ 


6.7 , 


26.3 


Activity • 


Z.H . D 


JLUU .u 


5.6 


36.4 


40.0 , 




12.3 \ 


.9 


.9 


10.5 \ 


1.8 , 




3.00 • 


17 \ 




c 
D 


D 






Third Level ' 


58.6 \ 




17.2 


20.7 


3.4 \ 


25.4 


Activity ' 


29.8 \ 




27.8 


18.2 


20.0 , 




14.9 \ 




4.4 


5.3 


.9 , 




4.00 ' 


18 \ 




4 


4 


2 ' 


28 


Fourth Level • 


64.3 \ 




14.3 


, 14.3 


7.1 , 


24.6 


Activity ' 


31.5 




22.2 


, 12.1 


40.0 , 




15.8 \ 






3.5 


1.8 , 




COLUMN 


57 


1 


18 


33 


5 


114 


TOTAL 


50.0 


.9 


15.8 


28.9 


4.4 


100.0 
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V 18 How Photocopies Are Most Often Ordered 

BY V 1 Type of Library 

V 1 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS^ 4 

COUNT 

ROW PCT* Academic Academic Medical Public Special Other ROW 

COL PCT' ^Private , Public TOTAL 
TOT PCT 



V 18 



OCLC ILL 
Subsystem 



Online 
Vendor 



Telephone 



U.S. Mail 



Other Means 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



25 
36.8 
62.5 
16.9 



100.0 
2.5 
.7 



40 
27.0 



17 
25.0 
58.6 
11.5 



3.4 
.7 



2 

2.9 
14.3 
1.4 



28.6 
2.7 



11 
16.2 
30.6 
7.4 



3 • 


2 \ 


4 \ 


3 


' 8 


\ 6 




23 




8.7 ' 


17.4 


13.0 


\ 34.8 


• 26.1 \ 




15.5 




5.0 \ 


13.8 


21.4 


22.2 


• 25.0 








1.4 ] 


2.7 \ 


2.0 




4.1 \ 






4 • 


12 \ 


1 


5 


! 14 


\ 5 \ 


4 , 


47 




25.5 \ 


14.9 


10.6 


29.8 


10.6 


8.5 , 


31.8 




30.0 1 


24.1 


35.7 


38.9 


! 20.8 


80.0 , 






8.1 1 


4.7 


3.4 


9.5 


3.4 1 


2.7 , 




5 • 




1 


4 


3 


\ 1 




9 






11.1 


44.4 


\ 33.3 


11.1 




6.1 



8.3 
2.0 



12 
17.6 
50.0 
8.1 



4.2 
.7 



29 
19.6 



14 
9.5 



36 
24.3 



24 
16.2 



1 

1.5 
20.0 
.7 



5 

3.4 



68 
45.9 



1 
• 7 
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100.0 
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187 



V 20 Type of Geographic Search Neeced to Fill ILL Photocopy Requests 



VAI,UE LABEL 
Local Search 
In- state Search 
Regional Search 
National Search 
Do Not Know 
Not Applicable 
Not Ascertained 



VALID CUM 
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



1 
2 
3 
4 
7 
8 
9 

TOTAL 



59 
45 
32 
6 
2 
1 
7 



38*8 
29.6 
21.1 
3.9 
1.3 
.7 
4.6 



41.0 
31.3 
22.2 
4.2 
1.4 
MISSING 
MISSING 



41.0 
72.2 
94.4 
98.6 
100.0 



152 



100.0 



100.0 



VALID CASES 



144 



MISSING CASES 
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V 20 
BY V 1 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



Type of Geographic Search Needed to Fill ILL Photocopy Requests 
Type of Library 

V 1 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATI0NS= 9 



20 



Local 
Search 



1 • 


15 


• 10 • 


6 • 


18 , 


7 , 


3 , 


59 




25.4 


. 16.9 , 


10.2 , 


30.5 , 


11.9 , 


5.1 , 


41.3 




37.5 


. 34.5 , 


46.2 , 


51.4 , 


33.3 , 


60.0 , 






10.5 


7.0 , 


4.2 , 


12.6 , 


4.9 , 


2.1 , 





In-state 
Search 



Regional 
Search 



National 
Search 



Do Not 

':now 



C0LU^5N 
TOTAL 



Academic Academic Medical Public Special Other 
, Private , Public 

1» 2* 3' 4* 5' 6 



2 

100.0 
5.0 
1.4 



40 
28.0 



1 

16.7 
3.4 
.7 



17 


10 , 


2 , 


10 , 


6 , 




45 


37.8 


. 22.2 , 


4.4 , 


22.2 , 


13.3 , 




31.5 


42.5 


• 34.5 , 


15.4 , 


28.6 , 


28.6 , 






11.9 


. 7.0 , 


1.4 , 


7.0 , 


4.2 , 






6 


! 8 1 


5 


6 , 


5 , 


1 , 


31 


19.4 


, 25.8 , 


16.1 , 


19.4 , 


16.1 , 


3.2 , 


21.7 


15.0 


. 27.6 , 


38.5 , 


17.1 , 


23.8 , 


20.0 , 




4.2 


5.6 , 


3.5 , 


4.2 , 


3.5 , 


• 7 , 





1 

16.7 
2.9 
.7 



3 

50.0 
14.3 
2.1 



29 
20.3 



13 
9.1 



35 
24.5 



21 
14.7 



1 

16.7 
20.0 
.7 



5 

3.5 



ROW 
TOTAL 



6 

4.2 



2 

1.4 
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190 



V 47 
BY V 20 

COUNT 



Geographic Zone of Library within Ohio 

Type of Geographic Search Needed to Fill ILL Photocopy Requests 
V 20 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS^ g 



ROW PCT 


'Local 


In-state Regional 


National 


Do Not 


ROW 


COL PCT 


'Search 


Search 


Search 


Search 


Know 


TOTAL 


TOT PCT 




1' 2 


' 3 ' 


•4' 


7 • 




V 47 










• 




216 


22 


12 


7 


1 




42 


Northeast 


1 52.4 


28 .6 


16.7 


2.4 [ 




29.2 


Ohio 


1 37.3 


\ 26.7 


, 21.9 , 


16.7 








\ 15.3 


, 8.3 


• . 


.7 ] 






419 


1 4 


11 


6 




• 


21 


tlorthwest 


19.0 


52 .4 


28.6 






14.6 


Ohio 


] 6.8 


O it A 

24 .4 


18.8 










2.8 


7.6 


4.2 ^ 








513 


16 


' 10 


9 


1 \ 




36 


Southwest 


44,4 


27.8 


25.0 


2.8 




25,0 


Ohio 


' 27.1 


[ 22.2 


28.1 ' 


16.7 








! 11.1 


! 6.9 


6.3 [ 


.7 






614 


17 


12 


10 


4 ' 


2 


45 


Southeast 


' 37.8 


1 26.7 


! 22.2 


8.9 


4.4 ] 


31.3 


Ohio/ 


' 28.8 


\ 26.7 


! 31.3 


66.7 \ 


100.0 \ 




Coltimubus, 


' 11.8 


\ 8.3 


6.9 


2.8 ' 


1.4 ] 




Ohio Area 














COLUMN 


59 


45 


32 


6 


2 


144 


TOTAL 


41.0 


31.3 


22.2 


4.2 


1.4 


100.0 
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V 19 Type of Library Which is the Greatest Supplier of ILL Photocopies 



VALUE LABEL VALUE 

Academic , Private 1 

Academic , Public 2 

Medical 3 

Public 4 

Special 5 

Other 6 

Do Not Know 7 

Not Applicable 8 

Not Ascertained 9 



VALID CUM 
FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



15 9.9 10.2 10.2 
80 52.6 54.4 64.6 
19 12.5 12.9 77.6 

16 10.5 10.9 88.4 
9 5.9 6.1 94.6 
6 3.9 4.1 98-6 
2 1.3 1.4 100.0 
1 .7 MISSING 

4 2.6 MISSING 



TOTAL 152 100 . 0 100 . 0 



VALID CASES 147 MISSING CASES 5 
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V 19 Type of Library Which is the Greatest Supplier of in, Photocopies 
BY V 1 Type of Library 



V 1 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 6 



CM 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
V 19 TOT PCT 
1 

Academic 
, Private 



Academic 
^Public 



Medical 



Ptablic 



Special 



Other 



Do Not 
Know 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 



• Academic 


Academic 


Medical 


Pxiblic 


Special Other 


ROW 


• • , Private 


, Public 








TOTAL 


• 1 


2 


' 3^ 


41 


5' 6* 




• 12 ' 






' 2 ' 


1 • • 


15 


• 80-0 






13.3 ' 


6.7 • • 


10.3 


• 30.8 ' 






5.4 ' 


4.3 • • 




• 8.2 ' 






1.4 ' 


.7 • • 




24 ' 


24 ' 




' 16 ' 


12 • 4 • 


80 


• 30.0 ' 


30.0 ' 




20.0 ' 


15.0 • 5.0 • 


54.8 


• 61.5 ' 


85.7 ' 




43.2 ' 


52.2 • 80.0 • 




• 16.4 ' 


16.4 ' 




11.0 ' 


8.2 • 2.7 • 




• 2 ' 


1 ' 


14 ' 




1 • 


18 


• 11.1 ' 


5.6 ' 


77.8 ' 




5.6 • 


12.3 


• 5.1 ' 


3.6 ' 


100.0 ' 




• 20.0 • 




• 1.4 ' 


.7 ' 


9.6 ' 


16 ' 
100.0 • 
43.2 ' 
11.0 ' 


.7 • 
t t 

t t 

t t 

t t 


16 
11.0 




2 ' 




1 ' 


6 • • 


9 




22.2 ' 




11.1 ' 


66.7 • • 


6.2 




7.1 ' 




2.7 ' 


26.1 • • 






1.4 ' 




.7 ' 


4.1 • 




• 1 » 






2 ' 


3 ' * 


6 


• 16.7 ' 






33.3 ' 


50.0 • • 


4.1 


• 2.6 ' 






5.4 ' 


13.0 • • 




• .7 ' 


1 ' 
50.0 ' 
3.6 ' 

.7 « 




1.4 ' 


2.1 • 

1 • • 
50.0 • • 
4.3 « ' 

7 « t 


2 

1.4 



39 
26.7 



28 
19.2 



14 
9.6 



37 
25.3 



23 
15.8 



5 

3.4 
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V 

BY V 



48 
1 



Total ILL Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
Type of Library 

V 1 NUt4BER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 22 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



^48 -Y.oo" 
First Level 
Activity 



2.00 

Second Level 
Activity 



3.00 
Third Level 
Activity 



4.00 
Fourth Level 
Activity 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



' Academic 


Academic 


Medical 


Public 


Special 


Other 


ROW 


• , Private 


, Public 










TOTAL 


« 1 


2 


' 3' 


' 4« 


5 


' 6' 




• 9 


' 10 




' 4 ' 


8 


\ 2 


33 


• 27.3 


' 30.3 






OA 0 




25 .4 


' 25.0 


' 33.3 






Jo . J. 


T r\r\ r\ 




' 6.9 


» 7.7 




1 - 1 

O.J. 




1.5 




« 9 


' 10 


' 1 


' 5 ' 


8 




33 


» 27.3 


' 30.3 


* 3.0 


* IS 9 ' 


zfft • z 






» 25.0 


' 33.3 


f • f 


' 17 Q * 


Jo . ± 






t 5.9 


» 7.7 


.o 


0 .O 








* 12 


• 1 


' 4 


• 12 ' 


4 




33 


• 36.4 


• 3.0 


• 12.1 


' 36.4 


12.1 




25.4 


» 33.3 


' 3.3 


' 30.8 


' 42.9 • 


19.0 






» 9.2 


• .8 


' 3.1 


' 9.2 * 


3.1 






• 6 


• 9 


8 


7 


1 




31 


» 19.4 


• 29.0 


* 25.8 


• 22.6 • 


3.2 




23.8 


» 16.7 


• 30.0 


• 61.5 


• 25.0 


4.8 






» 4.6 


• 6.9 


6.2 


• 5.4 


.8 






36 


30 


13 


28 


21 


2 


130 


27.7 


23.1 


10.0 


23.5 


16.2 


1.5 


100.0 
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V 49 
BY V 1 

COUNT • 
ROW PCT' 
COL PCT' 
TOT POT' 



Photocopy Orders Sent Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
Type of Library 
V 1 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS^ 35 



- T.OO • 
First Level ' 
Activity 



2.00 

Second Level 
Activity 



3.00 
Third Level 
Activity 



4.00 

Fourth Level 
Activity 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



Academic Academic Medical 


Public 


Special 


Other 


ROW 


, Private 


, Public 










TOTAL 


1' 


2' 
• 


3 


' 4' 


5 


' 6' 




6 , 


5 , 




1 13 • 


5 






20.7 , 


17.2 , 




1 44.8 , 


17.2 






20.0 , 


17.2 , 




, 52.0 , 


23 a 






5.2 , 


4.3 , 




1 11-2 , 


4.3 






10 ] 


6 1 




1 5 , 


7 


1 1 1 


29 


34.5 


20.7 




1 17.2 , 


24.1 


1 3.4 1 


25 0 


33.3 \ 


20.7 1 




, 20.0 , 


33.3 


100.0 , 




8.6 , 


5.2 , 




1 4.3 , 


6.0 


1 -9 , 




7 1 


10 


1 


1 6 1 


5 






24.1 1 


34.5 , 


3.4 


1 20.7 , 


17.2 




25 .0 


23.3 , 


34.5 , 


10.0 


.24.0 , 


23.8 






6.0 


8.6 , 


.9 


. 5.2 , 


4.3 






7 \ 


8 1 


9 


. 1 . 


4 




29 


24.1 \ 


27.6 , 


31.0 


. 3.4 , 


13.8 




25.0 


23.3 , 


27.6 , 


90.0 


,4.0 


19.0 






6.0 , 


6.9 


7.8 




3.4 






30 


29 


10 


25 


21 


1 


116 


25.9 


25.0 


8.6 


21.6 


18.1 
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100.0 
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V 50 
BY V 1 

. COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



Photocopy Orders Received Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
Type of Library 
V 1 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS^ 35 



^50 - 00" 
First Level 
Activity 



2.00 
Second Level 
Activity 



3.00 
Third Level 
Activity 



4.00 
Fourth Level 
Activity 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



• Academic 


Academic Medical Public 


Special 


Other 


ROW 


• , Private 


, Public 








TOTAL 


• 1 


' 2' 
• 


• • 


5 


' 6" 






6 , 


1 12 , 


5 


• 


29 


, 20.7 


, 20.7 , 


1 41.4 , 


17 .2 




OA ft 


, 18.8 


1 21.4 , 


1 42.9 , 








, 5.1 


1 5.1 , 


1 10 . 3 , 


fx . J 






1 6 


1 7 , 


1 11 1 


5 


1 1 f 


30 


, 20.0 


, 23.3 , 


1 36.7 , 


1 7 


1 J.J 1 




, 18.8 


, 25.0 , 


1 39 . 3 , 




. 1 nn n 
1 xuu.u 1 




5.1 




. 9.4 , 


fx . 0 


Q 




! 


! 6 • 


1 3 , 


5 


• 


29 


51.7 


. 20.7 , 


, 10.3 , 


17 9 






, 46.9 


1 21.4 , 


, 10 . 7 , 


26 3 






, 12.8 


1 5.1 , 


1 2.6 , 


4.3 






1 5 


1 9 , 


9 , 2 , 


4 




29 


, 17.2 


, 31.0 , 31*0 , 6.9 , 


13.8 




24.8 


, 15.6 


,32.1 , 100.0 , 7.1 , 


21.1 






1 4.3 


1 7.7 , 


7.7 , 1.7 , 


3.4 






32 


28 


9 28 


19 


1 


117 


27.4 


23-9 


7.7 23.9 


16.2 
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100.0 
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V 25 Proportion of Photocopies Sent to Photocopies Received 



VALUE LABEL 


VALUE 


FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 


VALID 
PERCENT 


CUM 
PERCENT 


Send Many More 


1 


26 


17.1 


17.6 


17.6 


Send More 


2 




in ^ 






Send About as Many 


3 


28 


18.4 


18.9 


47.3 


Send Fewer 


4 


28 


18.4 


18.9 


66.2 


Send Far Fewer 


5 


50 


32.9 


33.8 


100.0 


Not Ascertained 


9 


4 


2.6 


MISSING 






TOTAL 


152 


100.0 


100.0 





VALID CASES 148 MISSING CASES 4 
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V 15 Library Regularly Orders Photocopies: "Yes/' or "No' 



VALUE LABEL 

Yes 

No 



VALUE 
1 
2 



VALID CUM 
FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



131 
21 



86,2 
13,8 



86 92 
13,8 



86,2 
100.0 



TOTAL 



152 



100.0 100.0 



VALID CASES 152 



MISSING CASES 
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BY 



NO 



o 
ro 



Si 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



V is Library Regularly Orders Photocopies: "Yes," or "No" 

V 1 Type of Library 

V 1 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS* 



15 
Yes 



8.41493 



CXDUNT • 














ROW PCT' 


Academic 


Academic 


Medical 


Public 


special 


Other 


COL PCT' 


f Pxivate 


^Public 










TOT PCT' 


1^ 


' 2' 


3 


' 4 


' 5' 


6 


1 • 


37 


\ 26 \ 


14 


1 29 


1 21 , 


3 




28.5 


I 20.0 , 


10.8 


, 22.3 


, 16.2 , 


2.3 




92.5 


86.7 


'100 0 






ou .u 




24.5 


! 17.2 


9.3 


, 19.2 


1 13.9 , 


2.0 


2 • 


3 


^ 4 ' 




, 8 


! ^ ! 


2 




14.3 


I 19*0 , 




, 38.1 


, 19.0 , 


9.5 




7.5 






, 21.6 


16.0 , 


40.0 




2.0 


1 2.6 , 




. 5.3 


1 2.6 , 


1.3 




40 


30 


14 


37 


25 


5 




26.5 


19.9 


9.3 


24.5 


16.6 


3.3 


• SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH 


E.F. <5 







LAMBDA 



0.1348 

SYMMETRIC 



0.695 5 of 12 (41.7%) 

WITH V 15 WITH V 1 



0.03788 



CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 

PEARSON'S R 

GAMMA 



DEPENDENT 
0.00000 

VALUE 

0.22975 
0.15998 
0.31509 



DEPENDENT 
0.04505 

SIGNIFICANCE 
0.0249 



ROW 
TOTAL 



130 
86.1 



21 
13.9 



151 
100.0 
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Most Important Criterion in Ordering ILL Photocopies: Convenience , Cost , 



VALUE LABEL 


VALUE 


FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 


VALID 
PERCENT 


CUM 
PERCENT 




1 




71 7 






.Cost 


2 


61 


40.1 


43.0 


66.2 


Speed 


3 


48 


31.6 


33.8 


100.0 


Not Applicable 


8 


1 


.7 


MISSING 




Not Ascertained 


9 


9 


5.9 


MISSING 






TOTAL 


152 


100.0 


100.0 




VALID CASES 142 


MISSING 


10 
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V 17 Most Important Criterion in Ordering ILL Photocopies: 
BY V 1 Type of Library Convenience , Cost , or Speed 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



V 17- 



Convenience 



Cost 



M 



Speed 



V 1 

Academic 
y Private 
1 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATI0NS= 11 



4 

12*5 
10.0 
2.8 



26 
42.6 
65.0 
18.4 



10 
20.8 
25.0 
7.1 



Academic 
, Public 

2 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



40 
28.4 



CHI-SQUARE D.F. 
22.87755 10 



8 

25.0 
30.8 
5.7 



9 

14,8 
34.6 
6.4 



9 

18.8 
34.6 
6.4 



Medical 



3 

9.4 
23.1 
2.1 



4 

6.6 
30.8 
2.8 



6 

12.5 
46.2 
4.3 



Public 



11 
34.4 
31.4 
7.8 



17 
27.9 
48.6 
12.1 



7 

14.6 
20.0 
5.0 



Special 



5 

15.6 
21.7 
3.5 



4 

6.6 
17.4 
2.8 



14 
29.2 
60.9 
9.9 



Other 



26 
18.4 



13 
9.2 



SIGNI^FICANCE 
0.0112 



35 
24.8 



MIN E.F, 
0.908 



23 
16.3 



1 

3.1 
25.0 
.7 



1 

1.6 
25.0 
.7 



2 

4.2 
50.0 
1.4 



4 

2.8 



ROW 
TOTAL 



32 
22.7 



61 
43.3 



48 
34.0 



141 
100.0 



CELLS WITH_E^F^<5^ 
5 of 18 (27.8%) 
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V 50 
BY V 17 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 



Photocopy Orders Received Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
Mcatlmportant Criterion in Ordering ILL Photocopies: Convenience ,0, st , or Speed 
V 17 NUMBER OF MISSING 05SERVA'i IONS «= 43 



EH 



Conven- Cost Speed 
ience 



3.7 



4.00 


; 5 


! 10 I 


12 


Fourth Level 


; 18.5 


! 37.0 ' 


44«4 


Activity 


; 21.7 


22.7 


28.6 




; 4.6 


9.2 


11.0 






L 


COLUMN 


23 


44 


42 


TOTAL 


21.1 


40.4 


38.5 



11.0 



11.9 



ROW 
TOTAL 



TOT 


PCT 


I 




1 


! 2 




3; 




V50 


00 






7 


11 




t 

6 \ 




First Level 




I 


29 


.2 


45.8 




25.0 I 


22.0 


Activity 






30 


.4 


25.0 




14.3 I 










6 


.4 


10.1 




5.5 I 








JL 






1 J 


L 


L 




2. 


00 






7 , 


' 11 1 




11 I 


29 


Second Level 




24 


.1 


37.9 




37.9 ! 


26.6 


Activity 






30, 


.4 


25.0 




26.2 I 












A 


10.1 




10.1 J 








JL 














3. 


00 






4 


! 12 ' 




13 I 


29 


Third Level 






13, 


8 


41.4 




44.8 ! 


26.6 


Activity 






17, 


4 


! 27.3 




31-0 I 





27 
24.8 



109 
100.0 
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V 21 How Often Is the ILL Photocopy Cost Known at the Tine of Ordering 



VALUE LABEL 
All of the Time 
Most of the Time 
Some of the Time 
Infrequently 
Not at All 
Not Applicable 
Not Ascertained 



VALUE 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
8 
9 



VALID CUM 
FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCI^NT PERCENT 



14 
72 
28 
22 
12 
1 
3 



9.2 
47.4 
18.4 
14.5 

7.9 
.7 

2.0 



9.5 
48.6 
JB.9 
14.9 
8.1 
MISSING 
MISSING 



9.5 
58.1 
77.0 
91.9 
100.0 



TOTAL 



152 



100.0 



100.0 



VALI'O CASES 



148 



MISSING CASES 
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V 21 
BY V 1 

COUNT 



How Often is the ILL Photocopy Cost Known at the 
Type of Library 
V 1 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 5 



Time of Ordering 



ROW PCT' 


Academic 


Academic 


Medical 


Public 


Special 


Other 


ROW 


COL PCT' 


, Private 


, Public 










TOTAL 


TOT PCT» 


1 


' 2' 


3' 


4' 


5* 


6 • 








2 


1 


6 ' 


2 ' 


2 ' 


13 


All of the • 




' 15.4 


7.7 


46.2 ' 


15.4 


15.4 ' 


8.8 


Time • 




6.9 


7.1 


' 16.7 


8.7 


40.0 ' 








' 1.4 


.7 


' 4.1 


1.4 


1,4 ' 




2 • 

Most of the • 
Time • 


20 
27.8 


^ 26.4 


, 18.1 


1 13 
, 18.1 


7 

9.7 


■ 

• • 


72 
49.0 


50.0 


, 65.5 


, 92.9 


, 36.1 


, 30,4 








13.6 


, 12.9 


8.8 


8.8 


1 4.8 






3 • 

Some of the • 
Time • 


11 
39.3 


3 

1 10.7 




6 

1 21.4 


6 

\ 21.4 


2 , 
! 7,1 , 


28 
19.0 


27.5 


] 10.3 




, 16.7 


, 26.1 


, 40.0 , 






7.5 


2.0 






. 4.1 


1.4 




4 • 

inrrequenuxy ' 


6 

27.3 


\ 4 
18.2 




\ 4 
, 18.2 


7 

, 31.8 


1 

, 4.5 , 


22 
15.0 




15.0 


[ 13.8 




11.1 


30.4 


20.0 , 






4.1 


2.7 




2.7 


\ 4.8 


.7 




5 • 

Not at All • 


3 

25.0 
7.5 
2.0 


1 1 
\ 8.3 
! 3.4 
\ .7 




\ 1 
58.3 
\ 19.4 
4.8 


\ 1 
] 8.3 
. 4.3 
.7 




12 
8.2 


COLUMN 


40 


29 


14 


36 


23 


5 


147 


TOTAL 


27.2 


19.7 


9.5 


24.5 


15.6 


3.4 


100.0 
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V 50 
BY V 21 

COUNT 



Photocopy Orders Received Activity Level: First to Foiirth Level Activity 
How Often Is the ILL Photocopy Cost Known at the Time of Ordering 
V 21 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS^ 39 



ROW PCT 


'All of 


Most of 


Some of 


Infre- 


Not at 


ROW 


COL PCT 


' the 


the 


the 


quently 


all 


TOTAL 


TOT PCT 


' time 


1* time 2 


' time 3 


» 4» 


5' 








11 










^ ^° 1.00 


' 2 


5 


' 4 • 


4 • 


26 


First Level 


' 7.7 


• 42.3 


19.2 


• 15.4 ' 


15.4 ' 


23.0 


Activity 


• 28.6 


• 19.0 


29.4 


' 19.0 • 


40.0 ' 






1.8 


9.7 


4.4 


• 3.5 • 


3.5 ' 




2.00 


• 1 


10 


5 


• 10 • 


4 • 


30 


Second Level 


• 3.3 


• 33.3 


' 16.7 


' 33.3 • 


13.3 • 


26.5 


Activity 


• 14.3 


• 17.2 


' 29.4 


' 47.6 • 


40.0 • 






• .9 


• 8.8 


4.4 

1 


• 8.8 ' 


3.5 • 




3.00 


• 1 


13 


7 


' 5 ' 


2 • 


28 


Third Level 


• 3.6 


• 46.4 


' 25.0 


' 17.9 ' 


7.1 • 


24.8 


Activity 


• 14.3 


• 22.4 


' 41.2 


' 23.8 ' 


20.0 • 






• .9 


• 11.5 


• 6.2 
» 


4.4 ' 


1.8 • 




4.00 


• 3 


• 24 


1 


• 2 ' 




29 


Fourth Level 


• 10.3 


• 82.8 


1 


' 6.9 ' 




25.7 


Activity 


• 42.9 


• 41.4 


1 


9.5 ' 








• 2.7 


• 21.2 


1 
1 


1.8 ' 






COLUMN 


7 


58 


17 


21 


10 


113 


TOTAL 


6.2 


51.3 


15.0 


18.6 


8.8 


100.0 
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V 23 Total Photocopy Costs Passed on to Patrons: "Yes/* or "No" 



VALUE LABEL 

Yes 

No 

Not Applicable 
Not Ascertained 



VALUE 
1 
2 
8 
9 



FREQUENCY 
82 
62 
X 
7 



VALID CUM 
PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



53.9 
40.8 
.7 
4.6 



56.9 
43.1 
MISSING 
MISSING 



56.9 
100.0 



TOTAL 



3^2 



100.0 



100.0 



VALID CASES 144 



MISSING 8 
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.CO 



V 23 Total Photocopy 
BY V 1 Type of Library 
V 1 



V23 
Yes 



No 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



CHI-SQUARE D,F. 
21.45102 5 



LAMBDA 



Costs Passed on to Patrons: "Yes/' or "No" 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS«i» 9 

ROW 
TOTAL 



COUNT • 














ROW PCT' 


Academic 


Academic 


Medical 


Public 


Special 


Other 


POT. PPT' 




^ PiiVil 1 c 

f S Vlfc/ A 










nvvp PPT ' 


1' 


2' 






4' 5' 


6' 


1 • 


24 \ 




2 


28 


1 8 1 


«j * 




29.3 , 


20.7 , 


2.4 


34.1 


1 9.8 1 


3.7 1 










oO.O 


f 38.1 1 


60.0 1 




16*8 , 


"11.9 , 


1.4 


19.6 


1 5.6 . 


2.1 1 


2 • 


15 


12 , 


12 


7 


1 13 , 


2 1 




24.6 , 


19.7 , 


19.7 


, 11.5 


1 21.3 , 


3.3 1 




38*5 , 


41.4 , 


85.7 


, 20.0 


1 61.9 , 


40.0 , 




10.5 , 


8.4 , 


8.4 , 


4.9 


1 9.1 , 


1.4 . 




39 


29 


14 


35 


21 


5 



27.3 



20.3 



9.8 



24.5 



14.7 



SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F.<5 



0.0007 

SYMMETRIC 
0.11515 



2.133 2 of 12 (16.7%) 

WITH V 23 WITH V 1 



DEPENDENT 
0.24590 

VALUE 



CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 

PEARSON'S R 

GAMMA 



0.36117 
0.03083 
0.05258 



DEPENDENT 
0.03846 
SIGNIFICANCE 

0.3574 



3.5 



82 
57.3 



61 
42.7 



143 
100.0 
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V 50 
BY V 23 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



Photocopy Orders Received Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
Total Photocopy Costs Passed on to Patrons: "Yes," or "No" 
V23 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 42 



First Level 
Activity 



2.00 
Second Level 
Activity 



3.00 
Third Level 
Activity 



4.00 
Fourth Level 
Activity 



' Yes 


Mo 


ROW 
TOTAL 




' !• 


2 ' 




fi: 


' 21 ' 


2 ' 


23 


X 

H 
^ 


' 91.3 ' 


8.7 ' 


20.9 


If. 


' 33.3 ' 


4.3 • 








JL . O 






' 22 ' 


8 ' 


30 


• 

• 


' 73*3 ' 


26 1 7 * 


27,3 




' 34.9 ' 


17.0 ' 




H 


' 20.0 ' 


7*3 ' 






! 11 ! 


18 1 


29 


1 


1 37.9 , 


62.1 , 


26.4 




1 17.5 , 


38.3 , 




H 


, 10-0 , 


16.4 , 




CGNI] 


! 9 1 


1^ ! 


28 




1 32.1 , 


67.9 , 


25.5 




, 14.3 , 


40.4 , 




• 




17.3 , 




• 



o 

2 



o 
m 



CN 
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o 




in 
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CO 
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• 


• 


• 






o 


o 


o 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



63 
57.3 



47 
42.7 



110 
100.0 
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V 22 How Much Concerned about Photocopy Costs 



VALUE LABEL 


VALUE 


FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 


VALID 
-?ERCENT 


CUM 
PERCEOT 


Extremely Concerned 


1 


12 


7.9 


3.1 


8.1 


Very Concerned 


2 


37 


24.3 


25.0 


33.1 


Concerned 


3 


66 


43.4 


44.6 


77.7 


A Little Concerned 


4 


20 


13.2 


13.5 


91.2 


Not at All Concerned 


5 


13 


8.6 


8.8 


100.0 


Not Applicable 


8 


1 


.7 


MISSING 




Not Ascertained 


9 


3 


2.0 


MISSIITC 






TOTAL 


152 


100.0 


100.0 





VALID CASES 148 MISSING CASES 4 
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V 22 How Much Concerned about Photocopy Costs 

BY V 1 Type of Library 

V 1 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 5 

COUNT 

ROW PCT* Academic Academic Medical Public Special Other 

COL PCT* , Private , Public 

TOT PCT» 1* 2' 3' 5* 6 



22 



Extremely 
Concerned 



Very 
Concerned 



Concerned 



A Little 
Concerned 



Not at All 
Concerned 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 
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7 


• 3 




' 1 • 




1 • 


12 


58.3 


• 25.0 




' 8.3 • 




8.3 • 


8.2 


17.5 


• 10.3 




' 2.8 • 




20.0 • 




4.8 


• 2.0 




' .7 • 




.L • 




10 


\ 9 


, 6 


• 9 , 


3 , 




37 


27.0 


, 24.3 


, 16.2 


• 24.3 , 


8.1 , 




25.2 


25.0 


, 31.0 


, 42.9 


• 25.0 , 


13.0 , 






6.8 


6.1 




1 • 


2.0 , 







16 
24.6 
40.0 
10.9 



7.5 
2.0 



40 
27.2 



14 
21.5 
48.3 
9.5 



7 

10.8 
50.0 
4.8 



15 
23.1 
41.7 
10.2 



4 • 


4 


3 , 


1 


, 5 , 


6 , 


1 , 


20 




20.0 


! 15.0 , 


5.0 


• 25.0 , 


30.0 , 


5.0 , 


13.6 




10.0 


10.3 


7.1 


13.9 


26.1 , 


20.0 , 






2.7 


2.0 \ 


.7 


! ^-^ ! 


4.1 ^ 


.7 , 




5 • 


3 






] 6 ] 


4 \ 




13 




23.1 






46.2 \ 


30.8 




8.8 



16.7 
4.1 



10 
15.4 
43.5 
6.8 



17.4 
2.7 



29 
19.7 



14 
9.5 



36 
24.5 



23 
15.6 



3 

4.6 
60.0 
2.0 



5 

3.4 



ROW 
TOTAL 



65 
44.2 



147 
100. C 
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V 50 
BY V 22 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 



Photocopy Orders Received Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
How Much Concerned about Photocopy Costs 
V22 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 39 



Extremely Very A Little Not at All 

Concerned ConcernedConcernedConcemedConcerned 



ROW 
TOTAL 



TOT PCT' 




1' 


2' 


3' 


4' 


5' 




1.00 • 


3 


t 
1 


1 

7 ' 


8 ' 


4 ' 


4 ' 


26 


First Level ' 


11.5 


t 


26.9 ' 


30.8 • 


15.4 ' 


15.4 ' 


23.0 


Activity * 




t 




J.O . / 


9Q a ' 






• 


2.7 


1 
1 


6.2 ' 

1 


7.1 • 


3.5 ' 


3.5 ' 




2.00 • 


3 


1 


4 ' 


15 • 


3 • 


4 • 


29 


Second Level • 


10.3 


t 


13.8 • 


51.7 ' 


10.3 ' 


13.8 • 


25.7 


Activity * 


33.3 


1 


14.8 • 


29.4 ' 


21.4 • 


33.3 ' 






2.7 


1 

1 


3.5 • 
1 


13.3 ' 


2.7 ' 


3.5 • 




J* UU 


9 


t 


0 








9Q 


Third Level ' 


6.9 


t 


27.6 • 


44.8 « 


10.3 • 


10.3 • 


25.7 


Activity • 


22.2 


1 


29.6 • 


25.5 ' 


21.4 ' 


25.0 ' 






1.8 


1 
1 


7.1 ' 
1 


11.5 ' 


2.7 » 


2.7 • 




4.00 ' 


1 


1 


8 • 


15 ' 


4 ' 


1 • 


29 


Fourth Level ' 


3.4 


t 


27.6 • 


51.7 ' 


13.8 • 


3.4 ' 


25.7 


Activity • 


11.1 


1 


29.6 • 


29.4 ' 


28.6 • 


8.3 • 






.9 


t 

1 


7.1 ' 
1 


13.3 ' 


3.5 • 


.9 • 




COLUMN 


9 




27 


51 


14 


12 


113 


TOTAL 


8.0 




23.9 


45.1 


12.4 


10.6 


100.0 
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V 

BY V 



23 
22 



Total Photocopy Costs Passed on to Patrons: 
How Much Concerned About Photocopy Costs 



"Yes," or "No" 



V 22 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS^ 9 





COUNT 






A 


Not At 




ROW PCT' Extreme 


Very 




Little 


All 




COL PCT» Concern 


Concerned 


Concerned 


Concern 


Concerned 




TOT PCT* 


1' 2' 


3 


• 4 


• 5' 


V 23 


1 • 7 


• 26 • 


33 


10 


' 5 • 


Yes 


• 8.6 


• 32.1 • 


40.7 


' 12.3 


• 6.2 • 




• 58.3 


• 70.3 • 


52.4 


• 52.6 


• 41.7 • 




• 4.9 


• 18.2 • 


23.1 


• 7.0 


3.5 • 




2 • 5 


• 11 • 


30 


9 


7 • 


No 


• 8.1 


• 17.7 • 


48.4 


• 14.5 


• 11.3 • 




• 41.7 


29.7 • 


47.6 


• 47.4 


• 58.3 ' 




3.5 

• 


7.7 • 


21.0 


6.3 


• 4.9 • 

• « 


COLUMN 


12 


37 


63 


19 


12 


TOTAL 


8.4 


25.9 


44.1 


13.3 


8.4 


CHI- SQUARE D.F 


. SIGNIFICANCE 


MIN E.F. CELLS WITH 


E.F. <5 




AA^&n 4 




5.203 
WITH V23 


NONE 

WITH 


V22 






SYMMETRIC 


DEPENDENT 


DEPENDENT 




LAMBDA 


0.01408 


0.03226 


0.00000 





CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 

PEARSON'S R 

GAMMA 



VALUE 

0.17463 
0.13520 
0.22309 



SIGNIFICANCE 



0.0537 



ROW 
TOTAL 



81 
56.6 



62 
43.4 



143 
100.0 
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V 24 Library .Regularly Supplies Photocopies 



VALUE LABEL 

Yes 
No 

Not Ascertained 



VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT 



1 
2 
9 

TOTAL 



129 
22 
1 



84.9 
14.5 
• 7 



VALID CUM 

PERCENT PERCENT 

85.4 85.4 

14.6 100.0 
MISSING 



152 



100.0 



100.0 



VALID CASES ^^1 MISSING CASES 1 
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V 24 Library Regularly Supplies Photocopies 
BY V 1 Type of Library 
V 1 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 2 





COUNT • 


















ROW PCT' 


Academic 


Academic 


Medical 


Public 


special 


Other 


ROW 




COL PCT« 


^Private 


, Public 










TOTAL 




TOT PCT' 


1 


2 


• 3 


• 4 


• 5' 


6* 




V 24 


1 » 


37 


28 


14 


' 26 ' 


20 ' 


3 • 


128 


Yes 




28.9 


21.9 


10.9 


• 20.3 


15.6 ' 


2.3 • 


85.3 






92.5 


93.3 


' 100.0 


• 72.2 


80.0 ' 


60.0 • 








24.7 


' 18.7 


9.3 


' 17.3 


13.3 ' 


2.0 • 






2 ' 


3 


' 2 




' 10 


5 • 


2 ' 


22 


No 




13.6 


• 9.1 




' 45.5 


' 22.7 ' 


9.1 ' 


14.7 






7.5 


' 6.7 




• 27.8 


' 20.0 ' 


40.0 • 








2.0 


• 1.3 




' 6.7 


3.3 • 


1.3 ' 




CDLUMN 




40 


30 


14 


36 


25 


5 


150 


TOTAL 




26.7 


20.0 


9.3 


24.0 


16.7 


3.3 


100.0 


CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH 


E.F. <5 








13.65856 5 


0-0179 


0.733 


5 of 12 (41.7%) 














WITH V24 


WITH 


VI 









LAMBDA 



SYMMETRIC 
O.Ob303 



DEPENDENT 
0.06000 



DEPENDENT 
0.06364 



CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 

PEARSON'S R 

GAMMA 



VALUE 

0.28889 
0.23167 
0.43583 



SIGNIFICANCE 



0.0022 
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ERIC 



V 26 Regular Charge for a Ten Exposure ILL Photocopy Request (Supplying Library Charge) 



VALUE LABEL 



VALID CASES 140 
MISSING CASES 12 









VALID 


CUM 


VALUE 


FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 


PERCENT 


PERCENT 


No Charge 


39 


25.7 


27.9 


27.9 


$1.00 


22 


14.5 


15.7 


43.6 


$1.35 


1 


.7 


.7 


44.3 


$1.37 


3 


2.0 


2.1 


46.4 


$1.50 


8 


5.3 


5.7 


52.1 


$1.60 


1 


.7 


.7 


52.9 


$1.87 


1 


.7 


.7 


53.6 


$1.90 


1 


.7 


.7 


54.3 


$2.00 


10 


6.6 


7.1 


61.4 


$2.10 


1 


.7 


.7 


62.1 


$2.24 


1 


.7 


.7 


62.9 


$2.50 


9 


5.9 


6.4 


69.3 


$2.52 


1 


.7 


.7 


70.0 


$3.00 


10 


6.6 


7.1 


77.1 


$3.38 


1 


.7 


.7 


77.9 


$3.50 


4 


2.6 


2.9 


80.7 


$4.00 


8 


5.3 


5.7 


86.4 


$4.25 


1 


.7 


.7 


87.1 


$4.50 


2 


1.3 


1.4 


88.6 


$4.54 


1 


.7 


.7 


89.3 


$5.00 


6 


3.9 


4.3 


93.6 


$5.50 


1 


.7 


.7 


94.3 


$6.00 


6 


3.9 


4,3 


98.6 


$15.00 


2 


1.3 


1.4 


100.0 




12 


7.9 


MISSING 




TOTAL 


152 


100.0 


100.0 





MEAN 
MODE 



209.186 
0.0 



MINIMUM 
MAXIMUM 



0.0 

1500.000 



MEDIAN 150.000 



PERCENTILE VALUE 
25.00 0.0 



PERCENTILE VALUE PERCENTILE VALUE 

50.00 150.000 75.00 300.000 



V 29 How Often the ILL Photocopy Fee Structure Is Revised 



VALUE LABEL 
More Than Once a Year 
Once a Year 
Less Than Once a Year 
Do Not Know 

Not Applicable: Photocopies 
Are Sent Free 

Not Ascertained 



VALID CUM 
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



1 
2 
3 
7 

8 
9 



1 

6 

82 
15 

41 
7 



.7 
3.9 
53.9 
9.9 

27.0 
4.6 



.7 
4.1 
56.6 
10.3 

28.3 
MISSING 



.7 
4.8 
61.4 
71.7 

100.0 



TOTAL 



152 



100.0 100.0 



VALID CASES 145 



MISSING CASES 7 




V 28 In-house Cost Study Performed 



VALUE LABEL 

Yes 
No 

Not Ascertained 



CO 



VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT 



1 19 

2 128 
9 5 

TOTAL 152 

VALID CASES 147 MISSING CASES 5 



12.5 
84.2 
3.3 



VALID CUM 

PERCENT PERCENT 

12.9 12.9 

87.1 100.0 
MISSING 



100.0 



100.0 
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V 28 In-house Cost Study Performed; "Yes," or "No" 
BY V 1 Type of Library 
V 1 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS'*" 5 



V 28 
Yes 



No 



5j» 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



CHI-SQUARE D.F 
12.01382 5 

LAMBDA 



COUNT ' 
















ROW PCT' 


Academic 


Academic 


Medical 


Public 


Special 


Other 


ROW 


COL PCT 


' m Private 


, Public 










TOTAL 


TOT PCT' 


1' 


' .2' 


3 


' 4 


* 5' 


6' 




1 ' 


3 , 


3 , 


5 


1 2 


1 5 , 


• 


18 




16.7 


r 16.7 , 


27.8 


, 11.1 


, 27.8 , 




12^3 




7 7 


in n 


7 

.33 . / 


1 Dm/ 


^ J. . / t 








r 2.1 


r 2.1 , 


3.4 


1 1.4 


■ 3.4 . 






2 


36 


r 27 , 


9 


, 33 


■ 18 . 


5 , 


128 




^ 28.1 


r 21.1 , 


7.0 








0 / ♦ / 




92.3 


1 90-0 t 


64.3 


, 94.3 


78.3 , 


100.0 , 






, 24.7 


18.5 , 


6.2 


22.6 










39 


30 


14 


35 


23 


5 


146 




26.7 


20.5 


9.6 


24.0 


15.8 


3.4 


100.0 


. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH 


E.F. <5 








0.0346 


0.616 


7 of 12 f 


58.3%) 












WITH V28 


WITH 


VI 








SYMMETRIC 


DEPENDENT 


DEPENDENT 










0.01600 


0.00000 


0.01869 









CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 

PEARSON'S R 

GAMMA 



V ALUE 

0.27574 
-0.05968 
-0.14107 



SIGNIFICANCE 



0.2371 
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r FRir 



V 27 Perception of Own ILL Photocopy Fee Compared to Other Libraries 

VALID CUM 



VALUE LABEL 


VALUE 


FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 


PERCENT 


PERCl 


More Expensive 


2 


2 


1.3 


1.4 


1.4 


About the Seume 


3 


35 


23.0 


24.1 


25.5 


Less Expensive 


4 


48 


31.6 


33.1 


53.6 


Far Less Expensive 


5 


19 


12.5 


13.1 


71.7 


Do Not Know 


7 


C 


5.3 


5.5 


77.2 


Not Applicable: Photocopies 
Are Sent Free 8 


33 


21.7 


22.8 


100.0 


Not Ascertained 


9 


7 


4.6 


MISSING 






TOTAL 


152 


100.0 


100.0 





VALID CASES 145 MISSING CASES 7 
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V 45 Personal Involvement or Influence regarding ill Photocopy Fees 



VALUE LABEL 

Heavy Involvement or 
Major Influence 

Much Involvement or 
Much Influence 

Involved or Have 
Influence 

Some Involvement or 
a Little Influence 

Not Involved or Have 
No Influence 

Not Applicable 

(Respondents Answer) 

Not Ascertained 



VALID CUM 
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



2 
3 
4 
5 
8 
9 



62 
31 
32 
6 
7 



40.8 



20.4 



21.1 



3.9 



4.6 



2.6 



43.7 



21.8 



22.5 



4.2 



4.9 



43.7 



65.5 



88.0 



92.3 



97.2 



2.8 100.0 



10 



6.6 MISSING 



TOTAL 



152 



100.0 



100.0 



VALID CASES 1%2 



MISSING CASES 



10 
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V 35 Same Type of Library — Free Photocopies: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 



VALID CUM 

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



Yes 


1 


66 


43 


.4 


46.5 


46.5 


No 


2 


36 


23 


.7 


25.4 


71.8 


Maybe 


3 


40 


26, 


.3 


28.2 


100.0 


Not Ascertained 


9 


19 


6. 


.6 


MISSING 






TOTAL 


152 


100. 


0 


100.0 





VALID CASES 142 MISSING CASES 10 
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V 35 Same Type of Library — Free Photocopies : "Yes, "No," or "Maybe" 
BY V 1 Type of Library 



VI 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS^ H 



COUNT 


• ' 














ROW PCT 


'Academic 


' Academic • Medical 


•Public ' 


Special 


•Other 


• ROW 


COL PCT 


' , Private' 


Public ' 










• TOTAL 


TOT PCT 


• 1' 


2' 




3" 4 




5* 


6' 


V35 


* ' 
' 23 ' 


• 












1 


18 • 


6 


' 11 


' 7 


* 


' 65 




• 35.4 ' 


27.7 • 


9.2 


• 16.9 


' 10.8 




'4f..l 


•60.5 ' 


60.0 • 


42.9 


' 34.4 ' 


31.8 




• 




• 16.3 ' 
' ' 


' 12.8 • 
• 


4.3 


' 7.8 


' 5.0 


* 


* 


















2 


1 6 1 




5 


1 9 


Ci 

o 


A 

1 *± 


1 35 


JMO 




5.6 , 


16.7 


t 66.6 


1 16.7 


t 11.1 


1 25.5 




1 "5 ft 


6.7 , 


42.9 


f 6 1 .z> 1 


27.3 


1 80.0 






• 4-3 , 




4.3 


, 8.5 


^ 4.3 


, 2.8 




















3 




10 , 


2 


, 9 


, 9 


1 


t 40 


Maybe 


1 22.5 , 


25.0 , 


5.0 


, 22.5 , 


, 22.5 


. 2.5 


.28.4 




1 23.7 , 


t 33.3 , 


14.3 


, 28.1 


1 40.9 


, 20.0 








, 7.1 , 


1.4 


, 6.4 


, 6.4 


.7 




















COLUMN 


38 


30 


14 


32 


22 


5 


141 


TOTAL 


27.0 


21.3 


9.9 


22.7 


15.6 


3.5 


100.0 



CH£-SpUARE 
24.98619 



D.F. SIGN^FICMICE 
10 0.0054 



MIN E.F. CELLS^ W^Z^^E^^^^l 

1.277 5 of 18 (27.8%) 
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V 48 

BY V 35 



Total ILL Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
Same Type of Library—Free Photocopies: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS =28 



V35 



COUNT 
















ROW PCX 


jYes 


NO 


Maybe 






COh PCT 


I 












TOTAL 


TOT PCT 


I 




IJ 


2| 




3{ 




1.00 


I 


10 


I 

! 8 


J 


13 


; 


31 


First Level 


J 


32.3 


I 25.8 


• 


41.9 




25.0 


Activity 


I 


16.1 


; 29.6 


I 


37.1 


! 






; 


8.1 


; 6.5 


; 


10.5 


! 










! 










2.00 




18 


I 5 


I 


8 


j 


31 


Second Level 


! 


58.1 


, 16.1 


T 


25.8 


» 


25.0 


Activity 


J 


29.0 


; 18.5 


I 


22.9 


1 






J 


14.5 


; 4.0 


J 


6.5 


I 










J 










3.00 


• 


18 


I 7 




5 




30 


Tliird Level 


; 


60.0 


I 23.3 




16.7 


• 


24.2 


Activity 




29.0 


I 25.9 




14.3 


I 








14.5 


1 5.6 




4.0 






















4.00 




16 


; 7 




9 




32 


Fourth Level 




50.0 


; 21.9 




28.1 




25.8 


Activity 




25.8 


1 25.9 




25.7 










12.9 


I 5.6 




7.3 






















COLUMN 




62 


27 




35 




124 


TOTAL 




50.0 


21.8 




28.2 




100.0 
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in 
V 
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V 25 
BY V 35 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



Proportion of Photocopies Sent to Photocopies Recieved 

Same Type of Library — Free Photocopies: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 

V 35 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 12 



V 25 



Send Many More 



Send more 



in 
in 



Send About as 
Many 



Send Fewer 



Send Far 
Fewer 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



• Yes 


No 


Maybe 


ROW 








TOTAL 








3 ' 


• 8 


' 10 




^ 0 


• 30.8 


• 38.5 




'IP 6 


• 12,1 


• 28,6 


• 20.5 




• 5.7 


• 7.1 


5.7 




a 

5 


- , 

, 6 


, 4 


t 15 


33.3 


40.0 


26 7 


in 7 


! 7.6 


17.1 


, 10.3 




t 3.6 




• 2.9 






, 6 


, 8 


t 28 


50,0 


21.4 






] 21.2 


] 17.1 


, 20.5 




, 10.0 


• 4,3 


. 5.7 






, 4 


5 


- J 
1 26 


65^4 


15.4 


19.2 


18.6 


25.8 


\ 11.4 


] 12.8 




Iz .1 




, 3.6 


t 


! 


\ 9 


! 14 


! 45 


] 48,9 


20.0 


^ 31.1 


, 32.1 


33,3 


[ 25.7 


35.9 




15.7 


6.4 


10.0 




66 


35 


39 


140 


47.1 


25.0 


27.9 


100.0 
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V 36 Same Type of Library — Reduced Rate: "^es," "No," or "Maybe" 



VALUE LABEL VALUE 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Maybe 3 

No*: Ascertained 9 



TOTAL 



VALID CUM 
FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



45 


29*6 


32.8 


32*8 


36 


23-7 


26*3 


59-1 


56 


36-8 


40.9 


100-0 


15 


9.9 


MISSING 





152 100.0 100.0 



VALID CASES 137 MISSING CASES 15 
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V 36 Same Type of Library — Reduced Rate: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 
BY V 1 Type of Library 



V 1 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 16 



in 



a 



COUNT • 
















ROW PCT 'Academic^ 


Academic ' Medical 


' Public 


' Special 


• Other 


• ROW 


COL PCT 


Private 


Public • 




• 




• 


•TOTAL 


TOT PCT • 


1' 


2* 




3' 4 




5' 


6' 


V36 7" 








• 






• 


1 , 


20 \ 


7 \ 


4 


, 6 


, 7 




44 


Yes , 


45.5 , 


15.9 , 


9.1 


, 13.6 


, 15.9 




, 32.4 




57.1 ^ 


23.3 , 


28.6 


, 20.7 


, 30.4 








14.7 , 


5.1 


2.9 


4.4 


• 






• 

■JLm 




1 




_ JL 




. JL 




2 , 


2 ^ 


9 , 


6 


, 8 


, 6 


, 5 


1 36 


No , 


5.6 


25.0 ^ 


16.7 


, 22.2 


, 16.7 


, 13.9 


, 26.5 




5.7 


30.0 ^ 


42.9 


, 27.6 


, 26.1 


, 100.0 


• 




1.5 


6.6 


4.4 




. 


1 3.7 




JL 
















3 , 


13 


14 t 


4 


• 15 


» 10 




• 56 


Maybe , 


23.2 1 


25.0 • 


7.1 


1 26.8 


» 17 Q 




• 41.2 




37.1 


f 46.7 • 


28.6 


• 51.7 


• 43.5 








9.6 


'10.3 • 


2.9 


• 11.0 


7.4 






















COLUMN 


35 


30 


14 


29 


23 


5 


136 


TOTAL 


25.7 


22.1 


10.3 


21.3 


16.9 


3.7 


100.0 


CHI-SQUARB 


D.F. 


SIGNI^FI^CANCE 


MIN E. 


F. 


CELLS WITH EcF.C 


31.58281 


10 


0.0005 


1.324 




5 of 18 


(27.8%) 
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V 48 
BY V 36 



Total ILL Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
Same Type of Library — Reduced Rate: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 



V36 



















lYes 


No 


Maybe 


ROW 


COL PCT 














TOT PCT 


J 
I 


1 

X 




2 ' 


3 • 




^"^^ 1 00 
















J 


8 


6 


; 


16 ; 


30 




J 


26.7 


20.0 


; 


53.3 1 


25.0 


Activity 


J 


18.6 


20.7 


; 


33.3 1 






; 


6.7 


5.0 


J 


13.3 ; 






a. 












^ • UU 


• 


12 


7 




12 I 


31 




; 


38.7 


' 22.6 


; 


38.7 I 


25.8 


Activity 


; 


27.9 


1 24.1 


; 


25. C I 








10.0 


1 5.8 




10.0 I 


















o • uu 




11 


1 6 




11 1 


28 


Third Level 


• 


39.3 


1 21.4 


] 


39.3 


23.3 


Activity 




25.6 


1 20.7 




22.9 I 








9.2 


I 5.0 




9.2 I 






a. 












4.00 




12 


! 10 




9 I 


31 


Fourth Level 




38.7 


1 32.3 




29.0 ! 


25.8 


Activity 




27.9 


I 34.5 




18.8 ! 








10.0 


I 8.3 




7.5 I 




COLUMN 


a. 


43 


29 


- -1- 


48 


120 


TOTAL 




35.8 


24.2 




40.0 


100.0 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS « 32 



in 
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V 25 
BY V 36 

COUNT 



Proportion of Photocopies Sent to Photocopies Received 
Same Type of Library — Reduced Rate: "Yes, "No," or "Maybe" 

V 36" NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS^ 17 



ROW PCT 


Yes 


No 


Maybe 


ROW 


COL PCT ' 








TOTAL 


TOT PCT ' 




1" 2 




3' 


V 25 




• 






1 ' 


6 


• 10 


' 9 


• 25 


Send Metny More ' 


24.0 


' 40.0 


' 36.0 


' 18.5 




13.3 


• 28.6 


• 16.4 






4.4 


• 7.4 


' 6.7 




2 


5 


• 5 


' 3 


• 13 


Send more ' 


38.5 


• 38.5 


' 23.1 


' 9.6 




11.1 


• 14.3 


' 5.5 






' 3.7 


• 3.7 


• 2.2 




3 


9 


• 7 


' 12 


• 28 




32.1 


• 25.0 


1 42.9 


1 20.7 


Many 


20.0 


• 20.0 


» 21.8 






6.7 


• 5.2 


' 8.9 




4 


11 


• 3 


' 12 


• 26 


Send Fewer 


> 42.3 


• 11.5 


» 46.2 


• 19.3 




• 24.4 


• 8.6 


' 21.8 


• 




8.1 


• 2.2 


i 8.9 




5 


» 14 


• 10 


r 19 


" • 43 


Send Far ' 


32.6 


• 23.3 


> 44.2 


• 31.9 


Fewer 


I 31.1 


• 28.6 


• 34.5 






t 10.4 


• 7.4 


1 14.1 




COLUMN 


45 


35 


55 


135 


TOTAL 


33.3 


25.9 


40.7 


100.0 
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V 37 Academic Libraries — Free Photocopies: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 



VAL^JE LABEL 
Yes 

No 

Maybe 

Not Applicable 
Not Ascertained 



VALUE FREQUENCY 

1 35 

2 12 

3 17 

8 7S 

9 9 



VALID CUM 

PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 

23.0 54.7 54.7 

7.9 18-8 73.4 

11.2 26-6 100.0 

52.0 MISSING 

5.9 MISSING 



TOTAL 



152 



100.0 



100.0 



VALID CASES 64 MISSING CASES 88 
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V 37 
BY V 1 

COUNT 



Academic Libraries- 
Type of Library 

V 1 



Free Photocopies: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 88 



HOW PCT» 
COL PCT* 
TOT PCT* 


Academic 

, Private 
1 


Academic 
, Public 

2 ' 


ROW 
TOTAL 


57 

1 


21 


14 \ 


35 


Yes 


60.0 
60.0 \ 

oc, .o 


40.0 

48.3 \ 

91 Q 


54.7 




7 


c 
3 


1 9 


MO 


Do. O 

20.0 
10.9 


17.2 ] 
' 7.8 ' 


1 Q O 


3 


7 


' 10 


17 


Maybe 


41.2 
20.0 
10.9 


'58.8 ' 
' 34.5 ' 
' 15.6 * 


26.6 


COLUMN 


35 


29 


64 


TOTAL 


54.7 


45.3 


100.0 
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V 48 
BY V 37 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



Total ILL Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
Academic Libraries — Free Photocopies: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 
V 37 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 92 



V 48 



1.00 
First Level 
Activity 



2.00 
Second Level 
Activity 



3.00 
*fhird Level 
Activity 



4.00 
Fourth Level 
Activity 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



Yes 



No 



Maybe 



ROW 
TOTAL 



\ 


i| 




2\ 




3; 






j- 












J 


7 ; 


3 


J 


7 


J 


17 


J 


41c2 J 


17.6 


J 


41.2 


I 


28.3 


! 


21.2 ; 


30.0 


{ 


41.2 


I 




1 


11 . 7 J 


5.0 


! 


11.7 


! 






J 




.1. 
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V 25 
BY V 37 

CX)UNT 



Proportion of Photocopies Sent to Photocopies Received 
Academic Libraries — Free Photocopies: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 
V 37 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 88 



ROW PCT 


' Yes 


No 


Maybe 


ROW 


COL PCT ' 








TOTAL 


TOT PCT 


1' 


2' 


• 3 




V 25 










1 ' 


4 


5 


' 4 


' 13 


Send Many More ' 


30.8 ' 


38.5 


' 30.8 ' 


' 20.3 




11.4 


' 41.7 


' 23.5 






6.3 


' 7.8 


' 6.3 




2 


' 4 


' 2 


' 1 


' 7 


Send more ' 


57.1 


' 28.6 


' 14.3 


' 10.9 




' 11.4 ' 


16.7 ' 


' 5.9 






' 6.3 


' 3.1 


' 1.6 




3 ' 


7 ' 


3 ' 


6 


16 


Send About as ' 


43.8 


' 18.8 


' 37.5 


' 25.0 


Many ' 


' 20.0 


' 25.0 ' 


' 35.3 






10.9 ' 


4.7 


' 9.4 




4 ' 


8 


' 1 


' 3 


' 12 


Send Fewer ' 


66.7 


' 8.3 ' 


25.0 


' 18-8 




^ 22.9 ' 


8.3 


• 17.6 






12.5 


1.6 


' 4.7 




5 ' 


12 • 


1 « 


3 


16 


Send Far ' 


75.0 


r 6.3 


' 18.8 


' 25.0 


Fewer ' 


34.3 « 


8.3 


r 17.6 






r 18.8 


r 1.6 


' 4.7 




COLUMN 


35 


12 


17 


64 


TOTAL 


54.7 


18-8 


26.6 
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V 38 Academic Libraries — Reduced Rate: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 



VALUE LABEL VALUE 

Yes 1 

No 2 

Maybe 3 

Not Applicable 8 

Not Ascertained 9 

TOTAL 

VALID CASES 65 MISSING ( 



VALID CUM 
FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



23 15.1 35.4 35.4 

12 7.9 18.5 53.8 

30 19.7 46.2 100.0 

79 52.0 MISSING 

8 5.3 MISSING 

152 100.0 100.0 



87 
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V38 Academic Libraries — Reduced Hate: 
BY'V 1 Type of Library 





V 1 




NUMBER OF 


CX)UNT ' 








ROW PCT' 


Acaaeiuic 


Acaaemxc 


ROW 


COL PCT* 


^irnvaue 




TOTAL 


TOT PCT' 




' 2 




38 [ 








1 


17 


r 6 


, 23 


Yes 


73.9 , 


26.1 


, 35.4 




47.2 


, 20.7 






26.2 


» 9.2 




2 


3 


, 9 


12 


No 


25.0 


, 75.0 


18.5 




8.3 


, 31.0 






4.6 


» 13.8 




3 [ 


16 


! 14 


30 


Maybe * 


53.3 


, 46.7 


, 46.2 




44.4 


, 48.3 






24.6 


, 21.5 




COLUMN 


36 


29 


65 


TOTAL 


55.4 


44.6 


100.0 



"Yes/* "No," or "Maybe" 
MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 87 
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V 48 
BY V 38 

COUNT 

ROW per 

COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



V 48 



First Level 
Activity 



2.00 
Second Level 
Activity 



3.00 
Third Level 
Activity 



4.00 
Fourth Level 
Activity 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



Total ILL Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
Academic Libraries— Reduced Rate: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 
V 38 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS «= 



Yes 



No 



Maybe 



4 

23.5 
17.4 
6.6 



6 

33.3 
26,1 
9.8 



7 

53.8 
30.4 
11.5 



6 

46^2 
26^1 
9^8 



23 
37-7 



2 

11 .8 
18-2 
3.3 



5 

27-8 
45.5 

8c.2 



4 

30.8 
36.4 
6.6 



11 
18.0 



11 
64.7 
40.7 
18.0 



7 

38.9 
25.9 
11.5 



6 

46.2 
22.2 
9.8 



3 

23.1 
11.1 
4^9 



27 
44.3 



ROW 
TOTAL 



17 
27.9 



18 
29.5 



13 
21.3 



13 
21.3 



61 
100.0 
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V 25 
BY V 38 

COUNT 



Proportion of Photocopies Sent to Photocopies Received 
Academic Libraries — Reduced Rate: "Yes," "No/* or "Maybe" 

V 38 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 87 



ROW PCT 


Yes 


No 


Maybe 


ROW 


COL PCT ' 








TOTAL 


TOT PCT 


' 1 


' 2 




3 ' 












1 ' 


3 


4 


' 5 


• 12 


Q^nt^ Msnv Mot"P ' 


25 0 




' 41 7 


XO . D 
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' 33.3 


' 16.7 






4.6 


' 6.2 


' 7.7 
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• 3 
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' 1 


' 8 




37.5 


• 50 0 




1 1 o o 
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' 3.3 






' 4.6 


' 6.2 


1.5 


• 
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3 
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' 2 


10 


' 16 




25.0 


1 12.5 


» 62 5 




Many 


' 17.4 


• 16.7 


' 33.3 






' 6.2 


3.1 


• 15.4 
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6 


« 1 


• 6 


' 13 


Send Fewer 


46.2 


' 7.7 


• 46.2 


> 20.0 




• 26.1 


• 8.3 


i 20.0 






» 9.2 


' 1.5 


1 9.2 




5 


« 7 


1 1 


» 8 


• 16 


send Far ^ 


43.8 


6.3 


1 50.0 


• 24.6 


Fewer 


30.4 


• 8.3 


• 26.7 






• 10.8 


1.5 


I 12.3 




COLUMN 


23 


12 


30 


65 


TOTAL 


35.4 


18.5 


46.2 


100.0 
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V 39 Similar ILL Activity Level Libraries— Free Photocopies: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 



VALID 



CUM 



VALUE LABEL 


VALUE 


FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 


PERCENT 


PERCENT 


Yes 


1 


48 


31.6 


35.0 


35.0 


No 


2 


35 


23.0 


25.5 


60.6 


Maybe 


3 


54 


35.5 


39.4 


100.0 


Not Ascertained 


9 


15 


9.9 


MISSING 






TOTAL 


152 


100.0 


iOO.O 





g VALID CASES 137 MISSING CASES 15 
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V 39 Similar ILL Activity Level Libraries — Free Photocopies: "Yes, "No," or "Maybe" 
BY V 1 Type of Library 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
CX)L PCT 
TOT PCT 



■V39 - 
Yes 



No 



V 1 

Academic 
, Private 
1 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 16 



Maybe 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



CHI-SQUARE 
18 .27819 



15 
31.9 
42.9 
11.0 



8 

22.9 
22.9 
5.9 



12 
22.2 
34.3 
8.8 



Academic 
, Public 

2 



35 
25.7 



D.F, 

10 



11 
23.4 
36.7 
8.1 



6 

17.1 
20.0 
4.4 



13 
24.1 
43.3 
9.6 



Medical 



3 

6.4 
23.1 
2.2 



4 

11.4 
30.8 
2.9 



6 

11.1 
46.2 
4.4 



Public 



10 
21.3 
34.5 
7.4 



5 

14.3 
17.2 
3.7 



14 
25.9 
48.3 
10.3 



Special 



8 

17.0 
33.3 
5.9 



7 

20.0 
29.2 
5.1 



9 

16.7 
37.5 
6.6 



Other 



5 

14.3 
100.0 
3.7 



30 
22.1 



13 
9.6 



SIGNIFICANT 
0.0504 



29 
21.3 



MIN E.F. 
1.287 



24 
17.6 



5 

3.7 



ROW 
TOTAL 



47 
34.6 



35 
25.7 



54 
39.7 



136 
100.0 



CELLS WITH__E^F_^< 5^ 
5 of 18 (27.8%) 
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V 48 
BY V 39 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



Total ILL Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 

Similar ILL Activity Level Libraries — Free Photocopies: "Yes," "No/" or "Maybe" 
V 39 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 32 



V 48 



1.00 
First Level 
Activity 



2.00 
second Level 
Activity 



3.00 
Third Level 
Activity 



4.00 

Fourth Level 
Activity 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



Yes 



No 



Maybe 



8 

26.7 
18.6 
6.7 



10 
31.3 
23.3 
8.3 



13 
46.4 
30.2 
10.8 

12 
40.0 
27.9 
10.0 



10 
33.3 
37.0 
8.3 



6 

18.8 
22.2 
5.0 



43 
35.8 



3 

10.7 
11.1 
2.5 

8 

26.7 
29.6 
6.7 



12 
40.0 
24.0 
10.0 



16 
50.0 
32.0 
13.3 



12 
42.2 
24.0 
10.0 

10 
33.3 
20.0 
8.3 



27 
22.5 



50 
41.7 



ROW 
TOTAL 



30 
25.0 



32 
26.7 



28 
23.3 



30 
25.0 



120 
100.0 
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V 25 
BY V 39 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



Proportion of Photocopies Sent to Photocopies Received 
Similar ILL Activity Level Libraries—Free Photocopies 



V 25 



Send Many More 



Send more 



Send About as 
Many 



Send Fewer 



Send Far 
Fewer 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



V 39 



"Yes," "No 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 16 



• Yes 


No 


Maybe 


ROW 


• 






TOTAL 




1» 


2» 


3' 


• 7 


• 11 


• 

• 8 


• 

• 26 


• 26.9 


• 42.3 


• 30.8 


•19.1 


• 1 A a 
±^ • b 




14 .8 




• 5.1 
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• 8.1 
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• 5.9 




» 3 
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• 13 
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» 38.5 


• 38.5 


• 9.6 


D.J 


1 1/17 


' y . o 
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• 3.7 
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» 11 
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• 9 


" 27 
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• 






' 13 


' 27 


1 AAA 


■ 1 A 
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136 
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V 40 Similar ILL Activity Level Libraries — Reduced Pate: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 











VALID 


CUM 


VALUE LABEL 


VALUE 


FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 


PERCENT 


PERCEN' 


Yes 


1 


29 


19-1 


22.1 


22.1 


No 


2 


36 


23.7 


27.5 


49.6 


Maybe 


3 


66 


43.4 


50.4 


100.0 


Not Ascertained 


9 


21 


13.8 


MISSING 






TOTAL 


152 


100.0 


100.0 





P» VALID CASES 131 MISSING CASES 21 



263 



264 



V40 Similar ILL Activity Level Libraries — Reduced Rate: "Yes," " 
BY V 1 Type of Library 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



V40- 
Yes 



No 



Maybe 



VI 

Academic 
y Private 
1 



No," or "Maybe" 
NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 22 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



CHJC-SQUA^ 
24.07463 



11 
39.3 
32.4 
8.5 



4 

11.1 
11.8 
3.1 



19 
28.8 
55.9 
14.6 



Academic 
^Ptiblic 

2 



34 
26.2 



D.F. 

10 



7 

25.0 
23.3 
5.4 



11 
30.6 
36.7 
8.5 



12 
18.2 
40.0 
9.2 



Medical 



3 

10.7 
25.0 
2.3 



4 

11.1 
33.3 
3.1 



5 

7.6 
41.7 
3.8 



Public 



3 

10.7 
11.5 
2.3 



5 

13.9 
19.2 
3.8 



18 
27.3 
69.2 
13.8 



Special 



4 

14.3 
17.4 
3.1 



7 

19.4 
30.4 
5.4 



12 
18.2 
52.2 
9.2 



Other 



5 

13.9 
100.0 
3.8 



30 
23.1 



12 
9.2 



SIGNjCFjCCWTCE 
0.0074 



26 
20.0 



MIN E.F, 
1.077 



23 
17.7 



5 

3.8 



ROW 
TOTAL 



28 
21.5 



36 
27.7 



66 
50.8 



130 
100.0 



CEXLS WI TH__E^F^<5^ 
6 of 18 (33.3%) 
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2B6 



V 48 
BY V 40 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



Total ILL Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 

Similar ILL Activity Level Libraries — Reduced Rate: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 
V 40 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS « 38 



V 48 



1^00 



First Level 
Activity 



2.00 
Second Level 
Activity 



3-00 
Tiiird Level 
Activity 



4.00 
Fourth Level 
Activity 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



Yes 



No 



Maybe 



ROW 
TOTAL 







2| 






3; 
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V 25 
BY V 40 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL ^CT 



Proportion of Photocopies Sent to Photocopies Received 

Similar ILL Activity Level Libraries — Reduced Rate: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 



V40 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS- 22 



in 



Yes 



No 



Maybe 



ROW 
TOTAL 



TOT PCT • 


1* 


2 ' 




3 ' 


V 25 T 










1 • 


5 • 


10 • 


11 


• 26 


Send Many More ' 


19.2 • 


38.5 ' 


42.3 


' 20.0 




1 T O ■ 


28.6 ' 


16.7 






O • O 
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12 
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41.7 ] 


41.7 
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14.3 ] 
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26 
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1 Q O 
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12 ' 
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' 41 
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33.3 






5.4 ' 
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ERIC 
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V 41 All Libraries — Free Photocopies: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 

VALID CUM 

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



Yes 


1 


49 


32.2 


35.8 


35.8 


No 


2 


47 


30.9 


34.3 


70.1 


Maybe 


3 


41 


27.0 


29.9 


100.0 


Not Ascertained 


9 


15 


9.9 


MISSING 






TOTAL 


152 


100.0 


100.0 





VALID CASES 137 MISSING CASES 15 
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V 41 All Libraries — Free Photocopies: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 
BY V 1 Type of Library 



V 1 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= ig 



COUNT ' 
















ROW 


PCT 'Academic 


'Academic ' Medical 


'Public ' 


Special 


• Other 


• ROW 


COL 


POT ' , 


Private 


Public ' 




• • 




• 


•TOTAL 


TOT 


PCT • 
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2' 




3' 4' 




5' 


6* 












• ' 




• 


• 




1 


18 


12 


3 


, 9 , 


6 


1 
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• 


36.7 


24.5 


6.1 


18.4 


12.2 


2.0 


36.0 






48.6 


41.4 


23.1 
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20.0 
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1 41 


Maybe 
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21.6 


1 34.5 , 
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33.3 


, 20.0 








5.9 


1 7.4 , 
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1 8.1 , 


5.9 


1 .7 






JL 
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17.6 


3.7 


100.0 
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£IGNj[Fj[CANCT; 
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V 48 
BY V 41 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



Total ILL Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
All Libraries — Free Photocopies: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 
V 41 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS « 32 



V 48 



1.00 
First Level 
Activity 



2.00 
Second Level 
Activity 



3.00 
Third Level 
Activity 



4.00 
Fourth I,evel 
Activity 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



Yes 



No 



Maybe 



7 

22 .6 
15.6 
5.8 



13 
41.9 
28.9 
10.8 



17 
58.6 
37.8 
14.2 



8 

27.6 
17.8 
6.7 



45 
37.5 



10 
32.3 
25.6 
8.3 



9 

29.0 
23.1 
7.5 



6 

20.7 
15.4 
5.0 



14 
48.3 
35.9 
11.7 



39 
32.5 



14 
45.2 
38.9 
11.7 
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29.0 
25.0 
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16.7 
5.0 
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24.1 
19.4 

D.8 
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30.0 
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TOTAL 
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25.8 
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24.2 
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100*0 
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V 25 
BY V 41 



Proportion of Photocopies Sent to Photocopies Received 
All Libraries — Free Photocopies: "Yes," "No/* or "Maybe" 





V 41 
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No 
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TOT PCT 




1» 2 


3 


• 
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V 42 All Libraries — Reduced Rate: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe' 



VALID CUM 

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 



Yes 


1 


31 


20.4 


23.0 


23.0 


No 


2 


32 


21.1 


23.7 


46.7 


Maybe 


3 


72 


47.4 


53.3 


100.0 


Not Ascertained 


9 


17 


11.2 


MISSING 






TOTAL 


152 


100.0 


100.0 





g VALID CASES 135 MISSING CASE*^ 17 



a 
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V 42 All Libraries — Reducec Rate : "Yes/* "No/' or "Maybe" 
BY V 1 Type of Library 



COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



V42 - 
Yes 



Nd 



V 1 

Academic 
^Private 
1 



Maybe 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



CHI-SQUARE 
16.62241 



14 
45.2 
37.8 
10.4 



4 

12.9 
10.8 
3.0 



19 
26.4 
51.4 
14.2 



Academic 
,P\iblic 

2 



37 
27.6 



D.F, 
10 
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12.9 
13.8 
3.0 
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29.0 
31.0 
6.7 



16 
22.2 
55.2 
11.9 



Medical 



3 

9.7 
23.1 
2.2 



4 

12.9 
30.8 
3.0 



6 

8.3 
46.2 
4.5 



Public 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 13 
Special 



4 

12.9 
14.8 
3.0 



4 

12.9 
14.8 
3.0 



19 
26.4 
70.4 
14.2 



6 

19.4 
26.1 
4.5 



7 

22.6 
30.4 
5.2 



10 
13.9 
43.5 



Other 



3 
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60.0 
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2 

2.8 
40.0 
1.5 
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21.6 



13 
9.7 



SIGNIFICANCE 



27 
20.1 
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1 1 1;-? 
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V 48 
BY V 42 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



Total ILL Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 
All Libraries—Reduced Rate: "Yes," "No/* or "Maybe" 
V 42 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS «=' 34 



V 48 
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V 25 
BY V 42 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



V 25 



Send Many More 



Send more 



Send About as 
Many 



Send Fewer 



Send Far 
Fewer 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



Proportion of Photocopies Sent to Photocopies Received 
All Libraries— Reduced Rate: "Yes," "No," or "Maybe" 

V 42 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS^ 



18 
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No 



Maybe 



• 1 • 


11 ' 


13 


' 25 
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V 43 Reciprocal Agreement Already 



VALID CUM 

VALUE LABEL VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 

Yes 1 104 68.4 72.7 72.7 

No 2 39 25.7 27.3 100. C 
Not Ascertained 9 9 5.9 MISSING 



TOTAL 152 100.0 100.0 



00 

I VALID CASES 143 MISSING CASES 
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V43 Reciprocal Agreement Already: "Yes," or "No" 
BY V 1 Type of Library 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS^ 10 



V 43 
Yes 



No 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



COUNT ' 














ROW PCT' 


Academic 


Academic 


Medical 


Public 


Special 


Other 




f Ir JL XVCl 


/ It UJJX XU 










1 W X IT X 


•1 • 

X 










D 


1 ' 


32 ] 


25 ] 


14 


19 


12 ] 


1 




31.1 , 


24.3 , 


13.6 


18.4 


11.7 , 


1.0 , 


• 


• X 


R7 7 


1 on n 

XUU . u . 


O.^ . o 


tin n 


on n 








Q Q 




Q c 

o . D , 


. / , 


2 ' 


7 ', 


5 \ 




11 


12 


4 ] 




17.9 , 


12.8 , 




28.2 


30.8 , 


10.3 , 




17.9 , 


16.7 , 




36.7 , 


50.0 , 


80.0 , 




4.9 , 


3.5 ^ 




7.7 , 


8.5 , 


2.8 , 




39 


30 


14 


30 


24 


5 




27.5 


21.1 


9.9 


21.1 


16.9 


3.5 



ROW 
TOTAL 



103 
72.5 



39 
27.5 



142 
100.0 



CHI- SQUARE D.F. 
23.14975 5 



LAMBDA 



SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F. <5 

0.0003 1 373 3 of 12 (25.0%) 

WITH V 43 WITH V 1 

DEPENDENT 



SYMMETRIC DEPENDENT 



0.05634 



0.07692 



0.04854 



CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 

PEARSON'S R 

GAMMA 



VALUE 
0.37440 
0.32033 
0.467P3 



SIGNIFICANCE 



0.0001 
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V 48 
BY V 43 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 



Total ILL Activity Level: First to Fourth Level Activity 

Reciprocal Agreement Already: "Yes," or "No" 

V 43 NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS^^ 26 



-T.oo- 

First Level 
Activity 



2.00 
Second Level 
Activity 



3-00 
•Biird lievel 
Activity 



4.00 
Fourth Level 
Activity 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



• 

• Yes 


No 


ROW 


1 




TOTAL 


X 






• • 


• 

15 , 


32 


, 53.1 , 


46.9 , 


25.4 


, 18.1 , 


46.9 , 




1 13.5 , 


11.9 , 




• • 


9 , 


32 


• 71.9 , 


28 . 1 , 


25.4 


• 24.5 , 


28.1 , 




• 18-3 , 


7.1 




! 26 1 




31 


• 83.9 , 


16.1 , 


24.6 


i 27.7 , 


15.6 , 




i 20.6 , 


4.0 , 




! 28 1 


3 \ 


31 


, 90.3 , 


9.7 


24.6 


, 29.8 , 


9.4 




• 22.2 , 


2.4 




94 


32 


126 


74.6 


25.4 
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Library Association Memberships Held by Surveyed (Institutional or Individual Memberships) 



00 



Total Valid 
Association Membership "Yes" Response Percentage Percentage 

Academic Library Association 

of Ohio (ALAO) 51 33.6 56.7 

Americcm Library Association 

(ALA) 88 57.9 78.6 

American Society for Infor- 
mation Science (ASIS) 22 14.0 27.5 

Association of College and 

Research Libraries (ACRL) 41 27.0 47.1 

Catholic Library Association 

(CLA) 4 2.6 5.8 

Medical Library Association 

(MLA) 16 10.5 20.8 



CSiio Health Information 

Organization (OHIO) 13 8.6 17.3 

^ Ohio Library Association (OLA) 87 57.2 75.0 

Special Libraries Association 

(SLA) 34 22.4 39.5 



287 

286 



4 



V 44 Library Associations* Role in Fostering ILL Cost Containment Programs 



VALUE LABEL 


VALUE 


FREQUENCY 


PERCENT 


VALID 
PERCENT 


CUM 
PERCENT 


Very Important Part 


1 


29 


19.1 


20.9 


20.9 


In^Msrtant Pcirt 


2 


65 


42.8 


46.8 


67.6 


Soioe Pcirt 


3 


29 


19.1 


20.9 


88.5 


Minor Part 


4 


9 


5.9 


6.5 


95.0 


No Part 


5 


7 


4.6 


5.0 


100.0 


Not Ascertained 


9 


13 


8.6 


MISSING 





TOTAL 152 100.0 

VALID CASES 139 MISSING CASES 13 



100.0 
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Perception of Library Associations' Role in Fostering Cost Containment Programs Broken Down 
by Particular Association Memberships among Those Surveyed 



Library Association Perception of Library Associations' Role: 



Membership 


Very Important Part • 
or Important Part • 


Some 


Part or Minor Part 
or No Part 






Frequency (Row Pet) » 


Frequency (Row Pet) 


ROW 

TOTAL 


Academic Library Association of 
Ohio (ALAO) 


35 


(70.0) « 


15 




50 
3\j 


American Library Association (at .a) 


57 


(72.1) 


22 


(27.9) 


7Q 
/I? 


Americsui Society for Information 
Sciences (ASIS) 


14 


(70.0) • 


6 


(30.0) 


20 


Association of College & Research 
Libraries (ACRL) 


29 


(74.3) 1 


10 


(25.7) 


39 


Catholic Library Association (CLA) 


3 


(75.0) 


1 


(25.0) 


4 


Medical Library Association (MLA) 


9 


(60.0) 1 


6 


(40.0) 


15 


Ohio Health Information 
Organization (OHIO) 


8 


(66.7) » 


4 


(33.4) 


12 


Ohio Library Association (OLA) 


51 


(67.1) 1 


25 


(32.9) 


76 


Special Libraries Association (SLA) 


17 


(58.6) • 


12 


(41.3) 


29 
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Perception of Library Associations' Role in Fostering Cost Containinent Programs Broken Down 
by the Total ILL Activity Level of the Surveyed Libraries 



Level of Total ILL Activity 



Perception of Library Associations' Role: 
Very Important Part Some Part or Minor Part 
or Important Part or No Part 



First Level Activity 
Second Level Activity 
Third Level Activity 
Fourth Level Activity 



Frequency (Row Pet) 
20 (62.5) 

23 (74.2) 

19 (67.9) 

20 (64.5) 



Frequency (Row Pet) 
12 (37.6) 

8 (25.8) 

9 (32.2) 
11 (35.5) 



ROW 
TOTAL 
32 

31 

28 

31 



COLUMN 
TOTAL 



82 

(67.2) 



40 

(32.7) 



NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS= 30 



291 



292 



